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In  1966,  1969,  and  1973,  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
has  either  participated  in  or  sponsored  surveys  of  the  vacancy 
rates  in  multi-family  housing.  These  studies  have  been  con- 
ducted to  provide  information  necessary  for  the  evaluation  of 
the  performance  of  the  housing  market  and  for  the  evaluation 
of  public  policies  that  affect  housing.  The  following  report 
summarizes  the  findings  of  the  1973  study  and  compares  those 
findings,  where  possible,  with  the  earlier  departmental  studies 
and  with  the  Census  of  Housing  conducted  in  1970  by  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  the  Census. 

A study  of  this  magnitude  cannot  be  conducted  without 
considerable  reliance  upon  other  agencies,  public  and  private, 
and  especially  upon  the  cooperation  of  the  individuals  who 
were  asked  to  respond  to  the  survey  questionnaires . The 
especial  thanks  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  are  given 
to  the  Assessor  of  the  City  and  County,  the  Department  of 
Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  and  the  Systems 
and  Data  Processing  Division  of  the  City  Controller.  The 
cooperation  of  the  Real  Estate  Research  Council  of  Northern 
California  was  greatly  appreciated.  Funds  for  the  study  came 
jointly  from  an  appropriation  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco 
and  the  701  program  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development.  This  study  would  not  have  been  possible  without 
the  cooperation  of  the  many  owners  and  managers  of  apartment 
houses  whose  structures  were  selected  for  the  sample.  For 
their  assistance,  we  are  extremely  grateful  and  we  trust 
that  the  findings  of  this  study  will  be  of  interest  and 
assistance  to  them. 
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SUMMARY 


1.  This  survey  of  vacancies  in  housing,  covering  all 

three-or-more-unit  apartment  buildings  in  San  Francisco 
and  including  residential  hotels,  was  conducted  in 
April-May  of  1973.  Of  approximately  154,000  units, 

6,108  were  determined  vacant  and  available  for  rent  on 
the  basis  of  an  expanded  statistical  sample.  The  overall 
vacancy  rate,  including  units  available  in  residential 
hotels,  was  4.05  percent.  The  following  table  gives  the 
figures  for  vacant  lanits  by  type  for  the  city  as  a whole. 


Vacancy  by  Unit  Type 


Type  of  Unit 

No.  of  Units 

Percent  of 
Vacant  Units 

Vacancy  Rate 
by  Type 

All  Types 

6,108 

100.0% 

4.05% 

All  Types  excluding 
Residential  Rooms 

3,442 

— 

2.6 

Residential  Rooms 

2,666 

43.6 

10.6 

Studio  Apartment 

1,233 

20.2 

4.0 

One  Bedroom 

1,439 

23.5 

2.5 

Two  Bedrooms 

572 

9.4 

2.0 

Three  or  more 
Bedrooms 

19  8 

3.2 

2.2 

2.  In  comparison  with  surveys  done  previously,  the  vacancy 
rate  for  apartment  units  (hotel  units,  which  were  not 
included  in  previous  studies , are  excluded  for  purposes 
of  comparison)  remains  relatively  low.  In  1966,  the 
overall  rate  was  5.6  percent,  in  1969  2.3  percent,  and 
in  1973  2.6  percent.  As  in  earlier  studies,  larger  units 
are  less  available  at  lower  rentals.  A comparison  with 
the  results  of  the  two  earlier  surveys,  1966  and  1969, 
is  given  in  the  accompanying  table  which  gives  vacancy 
rate  by  type  of  unit. 


Studio 

One  Bedroom 

Two  Bedroom 

Three  or  more 

Total 

1973 

4.0% 

2.5% 

2.1% 

1.8% 

2.6%* 

1969 

1.9 

3.0 

1.8 

2.3 

2.3 

1966 

5.7 

5.7 

5.1 

8.4 

5.6 

*Does  not  include  residential  hotel  rooms  in  the  studio 
classification  to  make  it  comparable  with  1969  and  1966. 


3.  In  terms  of  the  decade  of  construction,  highest  vacancy 
rates  were  found  in  older  structures.  Nearly  60  percent 
of  all  vacancies  reported  in  this  survey  were  found  in 
buildings  constructed  prior  to  1950. 

4.  Excluding  public  housing,  fifty  percent  of  vacant  units 
were  available  at  a monthly  rental  below  $150.  Residen- 
tial, largely  hotel,  rooms,  studio  and  one  bedroom  unit 
offerings  (87  percent  of  the  total  vacant  available  for 
rent  units)  account  for  this  relatively  low  figure. 

Most  units  in  the  two  bedroom  size  command  $200-$249  per 
month.  Rents  tend  to  vary  with  the  age  of  the  structure 
as  well  as  unit  size.  Units  in  older  buildings,  espe- 
cially those  built  prior  to  1920,  are  available  at  $100 
or  less,  while  units  in  the  most  recently  constructed 
buildings  are  in  the  $300  a month  range. 

5.  The  length  of  time  units  remained  vacant  varied  according 
to  the  following  table: 


Less  than  one  month 

4,087  units 

66.9% 

One  to 

two  months 

789 

12.9 

Longer 

than  two  months 

1,232 

20.2 

6,108 

100.0% 

The  high  rate  of  short-term  vacancies  is  due,  in  part, 
to  the  rapid  turnover  in  hotel  rooms.  Longer  term 
vacancies  may  be  attributed  to  such  factors  as  the 
suitability  of  units,  their  rental  levels,  and  their 
condition. 

The  following  table  indicates  the  vacancy  rates  by 
planning  districts. 
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1973  Vacancy  Rates  by  Planning  Districts 


District 

Number 

Planning  District 
or  Survey  Area 

1 

Richmond 

2 

Marina 

3 

Northeast 

4 

Downtown 

5 

Western  Addition 

6 

Buena  Vista 

7 

Central 

8 

Mission 

9 

South  of  Market 

10 

South  Bayshore 

11 

Bernal  Heights 

12 

South  Central 

13 

Ingleside 

14 

Inner  Sunset 

15 

Outer  Sunset 

1973 

Overall  Apartment* 


Rank 

Rate 

Rank 

Rate 

9 

2.4% 

7 

2.4% 

11 

2.1 

11 

2.1 

8 

3.2 

6 

2.5 

2 

7.4 

5 

3.7 

4 

4.7 

3 

4.3 

7 

3.3 

8 

2.4 

14 

1.3 

14 

1.3 

3 

5.7 

9 

2.4 

1 

7.5 

1 

5.4 

5 

4.7 

2 

4.7 

6 

3.9 

4 

3.9 

12 

2.0 

12 

2.0 

15 

1. 1 

15 

1.1 

13 

1.9 

13 

1.9 

10 

2.2 

10 

2.2 

*Excludes  residential  hotels. 


As  can  be  seen  in  the  table  the  highest  overall  vacancy 
rate  was  recorded  in  South  of  Market  planning  district, 
followed  by  Downtown,  Mission,  South  Bayshore  and  Western 
Addition.  All  were  above  the  city's  overall  vacancy  rate 
Residential  hotels  with  high  vacancy  rates  are  concen- 
trated in  these  areas  and,  if  the  vacancy  rates  of  apart- 
ment units  were  considered  alone,  excluding  hotel  rooms, 
the  vacancy  rates  of  South  of  Market  dropped  to  5.4  per- 
cent, Downtown  to  3.7  percent  and  Mission  to  2.4  percent. 
The  rates  were  still  relatively  high  as  compared  to  the 
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city's  apartment  vacancy  rate  of  2.6  percent.  Lower 
vacancy  rates  were  recorded  in  the  southwestern  quadrant 
of  the  city,  i.e..  Inner  Sunset,  Outer  Sunset,  Ingleside, 
South  Central  and  Central  districts.  Their  overall 
vacancy  rates  ranged  from  1.1  percent  to  2.2  percent. 

7.  The  Richmond,  Marina  and  Northeast  planning  districts 
together  accounted  for  four- fifths  of  all  the  vacant 
units  with  rentals  of  $300  and  more.  The  vacancy  rates 
for  the  $300  rental  units  were  high,  ranging  from  6.0  to 
9.7  percent. 

8.  Ten  out  of  the  fifteen  planning  districts  registered  a 
vacancy  rate  of  almost  zero  to  0.4  percent  among  the 
three-or-more-bedroom  units. 

9.  While  the  1973  vacancy  rates  of  all  the  survey  areas 
except  Downtown  were  higher  than  1969 's,  they  were  much 
lower  than  1966 's  including  Downtown.  The  most  dramatic 
change  was  recorded  in  South  of  Market,  where  the  vacancy 
rate  dropped  from  6.5  percent  in  1966  to  0 percent  in 
1969  and  went  up  to  5.4  percent  in  1973.  In  each  of  the 
three  vacancy  surveys,  high  vacancy  rate  was  recorded  in 
the  Downtown  district,  while  relatively  low  vacancy  rates 
were  found  in  Marina,  Ingleside,  Inner  Sunset  and  Outer 
Sunset. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Purpose  and  Scope  of  the  Report 

In  April  and  May  of  this  year,  1973,  a survey  of  the 
vacancies  occurring  in  structures  containing  three  or  more 
rental  units  and  residential  hotels  was  conducted  for  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  by  the  Survey  Research  Center 
of  the  University  of  California.  The  results  of  that  survey 
are  the  subject  of  this  report. 

The  significance  of  these  findings  in  terms  of  the 
housing  stock  of  the  city  and  in  the  light  of  housing 
policies  will  be  a subject  of  discussion  in  this  report. 

The  findings  of  this  survey  will  be  related,  when  appro- 
priate and  possible,  to  findings  of  earlier  vacancy  surveys 
and  to  1970  Census  data.  The  relationship  of  this  survey 
to  past  and  future  surveys  and  to  the  development  of  an 
information  system  will  also  be  considered. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  Surveys,  1966  - 1973 

In  1966  the  Department  of  City  Planning  participated 
in  a vacancy  survey  carried  out  by  the  Northern  California 
Real  Estate  Research  Committee.  This  survey  was  directed  to 
f our-or-more-unit  apartment  structures,  and  excluded  residen 
tial  hotels.  The  role  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
was  to  provide  advice,  office  space,  and  some  staff  time. 

A field  survey  crew  was  furnished  by  various  lending  insti- 
tutions. The  processing  of  the  survey  was  kept  to  a minimum 
and  the  results  were  published  in  the  first  quarterly  report 
1966,  of  the  Northern  California  Real  Estate  Report. 

In  1969  the  Department  of  City  Planning  sought  funds  to 
conduct  a survey  of  its  own.  It  was  determined  that  this 
would  be  a City-sponsored  survey,  relying  on  the  cooperation 
of  the  Northern  California  Real  Estate  Research  Committee 
for  liaison,  provision  of  some  field  work,  and  allied 
services.  The  task  of  the  design  and  execution  would  be 
done  by  a consultant,  under  contract  to  the  City.  Given 
the  information  desired,  a relatively  modest  funding,  and 
the  fact  that  all  of  the  assistance  from  the  sources  used 
in  1966  would  not  be  sought,  the  consultant  recommended  a 
mail  back  response  technique.  In  this  technique,  question- 
naires are  left  with  the  respondent  selected  as  a part  of 
the  random  sample  and,  when  completed,  are  mailed  to  the 
consultant  for  analysis.  There  is  follow-up  to  improve  the 
results,  since  adequate  response  is  not  automatic.  The 
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method,  providing  there  is  sufficient  response,  provides  a 
less  expensive  way  to  monitor  vacancy  rates  than  does  the 
direct  enumeration  technique.  In  the  returns  for  the  1969 
survey,  while  the  response  for  certain  areas  of  the  city 
was  acceptable,  and  while  the  overall  response  provided  a 
basis  for  the  information  reported,  some  areas,  notably 
Bernal-Outer  Mission  and  South  of  Market,  could  not  be 
examined. 

The  Census  of  1970  provided  further  information  on 
vacancies  occurring  in  the  San  Francisco  housing  stock. 

It  was  not  felt  necessary  to  conduct  another  survey  in  the 
Census  year,  nor  in  1971.  However,  in  1972,  funds  were 
requested  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  with  the  thought  that 
the  survey  would  be  conducted  in  April,  1973,  a time  that 
would  coincide  with  the  time  of  year  in  which  the  Census  is 
taken.  Further  monies  were  provided  through  the  701  program 
of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  and  the 
specifications  for  the  survey  were  drawn  up  in  the  summer 
of  1972. 

As  much  as  possible,  the  survey  was  designed  to  be 
comparable  with  the  earlier  surveys.  However,  it  was  con- 
sidered more  important  that  the  survey  be  as  consistent  with 
the  definitions  and  areas  of  the  1970  Census  and  with  the 
Planning  Districts  established  in  1969  by  the  Department  of 
City  Planning.  Based  upon  our  experience  with  the  earlier 
surveys,  it  was  determined,  first,  that  this  survey  would  be 
conducted  entirely  under  the  auspices  of  the  City,  although 
cooperation  of  the  Real  Estate  Research  Council  of  Northern 
California  would  again  be  welcomed;  second,  that  field 
enumeration  by  a professional  staff  solely  under  direction 
of  the  consultant  would  be  required  for  satisfactory  results. 

A further  determination  that  the  survey  should  be 
designed  in  such  a way  that  it  could  be  repeated  in  the 
future  became  an  essential  condition.  Documentation  of  the 
work  done  would  constitute  an  important  part  of  the  work  to 
be  done.  It  was  also  considered  desirable  that  the  consultant 
should  make  this  work  available  to  others  as  a service, 
rather  than  as  a source  of  further  revenue. 

These  considerations,  together  with  the  fact  that  the 
Survey  Research  Center  of  the  University  of  California, 
Berkeley,  is  considered  a leading  organization  of  its  kind 
in  the  United  States , made  them  a logical  candidate  for  this 
work.  Further,  the  Center,  with  its  considerable  experience 
in  performing  surveys  of  the  local  area  and  a position  of 
strict  neutrality  regarding  its  work,  assured  both  experience 
with  local  conditions  and  objectivity  in  the  execution  of  the 
project.  Finally,  the  Center  has  a staff  experienced  in  the 
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use  of  computing  equipment  and  access  to  large  capacity 
equipment  through  the  University. 

In  accepting  the  assignment,  the  Center  agreed  to  all 
of  the  conditions  set  forth  above.  As  a part  of  the  contract, 
all  of  the  research  carried  out  by  the  Center  on  this  project 
will  be  open  to  members  of  the  University  and  interested 
private  parties  six  months  after  the  termination  of  the 
contract.  It  was  this  aspect  of  permitting  the  results  of 
research  to  be  made  open  to  the  public  which  had  great  impor- 
tance in  certifying  the  credibility  of  the  work  done. 

Work  on  the  design  of  the  survey  commenced  in  early  1973. 
A close  liaison  with  the  staff  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  was  maintained  at  each  stage  of  the  design  phase  to 
assure  both  client  and  contractor  that  the  objectives  of  the 
survey  were  being  properly  served. 

The  maintenance  of  strict  confidentiality  of  the  original 
interview  was  assured  by  the  consultant;  the  individual  inter- 
views are  secured  by  the  Survey  Research  Center,  have  not 
been  reviewed  by  City  staff,  and,  following  coding,  their 
identifying  information  has  been  eliminated. 

The  1973  Vacancy  Survey 


This  section  provides  a general,  nontechnical  description 
of  the  survey.  For  those  interested  in  specific  and  technical 
aspects  of  the  survey  design  and  execution,  materials  will  be 
available  both  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  on  file, 
and  at  the  library  of  the  Survey  Research  Center  at  the 
University  of  California,  Berkeley. 

In  the  proposal  to  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  requesting  funding  for  this  project,  the  objec- 
tive of  the  vacancy  survey  was  stated  as  follows; 

"The  specific  purpose  of  the  survey  is  the  determina- 
tion of  vacancy  rates  by  unit  size  (number  of  bedrooms) , 
rent  level  or  sale  price,  location,  and  the  duration 
of  vacancy.  In  addition,  the  survey  will  establish  a 
method  for  collecting  this  information  on  a regular 
basis.  The  general  objective  in  collecting  informa- 
tion on  vacancy  rates  is  to  provide  both  government 
officials  and  the  general  public  with  reliable  and 
up-to-date  information  concerning  the  City's  housing 
resources . " 

p.  44,  Application  for  Community  Planning 
and  Management  Assistance,  June,  1972 

Discussions  between  the  contractor  and  client  resulted  in 
further  elaboration  of  the  information  sought  and  the  scope 


3 


of  the  survey.  The  survey  was  to  include  all  multi-unit 
(three  or  more  units  per  structure)  rental  stock  and  those 
hotels,  motels,  and  rocming  houses  which  were  customarily 
used  as  housing  for  permanent  residents  according  to  the 
definitions  used  in  the  1970  Census  of  Housing.*  If  it 
were  feasible,  the  survey  was  to  be  extended  to  single 
family  rental  housing  as  well.  The  addition  of  the  resi- 
dential hotel,  motel  and  rooming  house  stock  was  a major 
change  in  the  orientation  of  the  vacancy  survey  signaled 
by  the  intense  concern  over  the  housing  of  those  displaced 
from  the  Yerba  Buena  project.  It  was  recognized  that  this 
segment  of  the  housing  stock  was  a valuable  part  of  the 
housing  resource  of  the  city,  especially  for  the  elderly. 

The  basic  items  of  information  which  were  to  be  obtained 
in  the  survey  were:  1)  Number  of  housing  units  in  the  struc- 

ture; 2)  Occupancy  or  vacancy  of  the  unit;  3)  Number  of  rooms 
and  bedrooms  in  the  unit;  4)  Plumbing  facilities;  5)  Number 
of  bathrooms;  6)  Presence  or  absence  of  kitchen  facilities; 

7)  Rent  of  occupied  units;  8)  Asking  rent  of  vacant  units. 
These  items  were  later  augmented  by  others  having  to  do  with 
off-street  parking,  payment  of  utilities,  leasing  and  deposit 
arrangement,  acceptability  of  children  or  pets,  age  of  struc- 
ture and  the  total  number  of  rooms.  The  duration  of  vacancy 
was  handled  as  a part  of  the  request  for  information  on 
vacant  units.  Plumbing  facilities  were  considered  as  a part 
of  the  bathing  and  kitchen  facilities  item. 

A major  problem  encountered  in  the  design  of  the  survey 
was  the  selection  of  an  appropriate  data  base  from  which  the 
sample  could  be  drawn.  The  Assessor's  file  combined  both 
commercial  and  residential  uses  under  the  definition  of  units 
and  could  not  unambiguously  provide  an  appropriate  sampling 
frame.  It  had  been  used  in  1969,  together  with  information 
from  the  previous  survey,  the  housing  inventory,  and  the 
1960  Census.  However,  the  problem  of  estimating  a sample 
from  this  base  was  rejected  in  favor  of  more  definite  infor- 
mation available  from  a file  on  the  entire  stock  of  the 
city's  multi-unit  structures  prepared  by  the  Division  of 
Apartment  House  and  Hotel  Inspection  of  the  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection.  This  file  contained  data  on  all  three-or-more- 
unit  structures  in  the  city,  was  a much  easier  file  to  manage 
from  the  data  processing  viewpoint,  and  was  current.  There 


*Hotels,  motels,  and  rooming  houses  in  which  75  percent  of 
the  guests  report  this  as  a permanent  address  and  in  which 
there  is  not  a place  where  meals  are  served  in  common 
qualify  as  such  residences. 
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remained  the  problem  of  extending  the  survey  to  cover  single 
family  occupancy  of  rental  units.  The  designers  pointed  out, 
in  their  submission  of  alternative  survey  designs,  that  to 
sample  the  city's  one  and  two  family  residences  would  consume 
approximately  forty-five  percent  of  the  resources  available 
to  the  study.  Yet,  based  on  1970  Census  data,  only  17  percent 
of  the  city's  vacancies  would  probably  be  found  in  these 
structures.  Coupled  with  this  disadvantage,  a corollary  one 
would  be  the  reduction  in  the  statistical  reliability  of  the 
sample  obtained.  Thus,  desirable  though  complete  coverage 
might  be,  the  concern  of  the  City  over  the  supply  of  housing 
available  in  multi-family  units,  particularly  in  the  resi- 
dential hotel  sector,  clearly  dictated  a decision  in  favor 
of  a sample  drawn  from  the  population  of  three-or-more-unit 
structures.  In  selecting  this  approach,  it  was  possible  to 
collect  information  on  40  percent  more  residential  units  than 
would  have  occurred  had  the  one  and  two  family  dwellings  been 
included,  and  the  estimated  improvement  in  statistical 
reliability  increased  by  a factor  of  25  to  33  percent. 

A distinction  between  those  units  included  in  the  public 
or  leased  housing  programs  of  the  city,  together  with  units 
located  in  Redevelopment  Areas  was  also  adopted.  This  dis- 
tinction had  the  effect  of  rendering  the  vacancy  rates 
derived  a more  accurate  reflection  of  private  and  public 
housing  vacancies  respectively.  This  distinction  had  not 
been  made  in  any  of  the  other  surveys , nor  was  it  made  in 
the  1970  Census  data. 

The  decisions  on  sampling  design  were  reached  in  March, 
1973,  and  in  April  the  survey  team  commenced  operation,  and 
by  late  May  the  field  survey  had  been  completed,  including 
follow-up  interviews.  The  response  rate  of  valid,  usable 
interviews  reached  92  percent  of  the  eligible  structures, 
well  over  the  best  anticipation  rate  of  85  percent. 

In  late  August,  1973,  the  results  of  the  survey  were 
given  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  the  form  of 
computer  tabulations,  the  results  of  which  will  be  summarized 
in  the  following  sections  of  this  report. 
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CITYWIDE  FINDINGS 


Overview 


The  principal  findings  of  the  1973  survey  are  presented 
below,  together  with  vacancy  information  for  other  periods. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  comparability  of  vacancy 
rates  for  various  periods  is  limited  because  of  the  differ- 
ences in  data  bases  and  methods  used. 

The  findings  for  the  city  will  be  presented  first,  and 
then  for  planning  districts  of  the  city.  The  tables  upon 
which  these  findings  are  based  will  follow  the  section  to 
serve  as  a convenient  source  for  reference. 

The  four  basic  tabulations  of  vacancy  rates  are  the 
subject  of  analysis  on  the  citywide  level  in  this  section 
of  the  report.  The  tables  are: 

1.  Vacancy  rates  tabulated  by  the  decade  in  which 

the  structure  was  built  and  by  the  type  of  unit; 

2.  Vacancy  rates  tabulated  by  the  range  of  typical 

contract  rent  by  the  type  of  unit; 

3.  Vacancy  rates  by  the  range  of  typical  contract 
rent  and  the  decade  the  structure  was  built; 

4.  Vacancy  rates  by  basic  unit  type. 

These  same  tables  are  reproduced  by  planning  districts  and 
form  the  basis  for  the  analysis  of  vacancies  by  areas. 

In  this  survey,  the  type  of  unit  was  more  finely  differ- 
entiated than  in  previous  surveys  or  in  the  1970  Census  in 
order  to  account  for  the  residential  hotel  portion  of  the 
housing  stock.  As  in  previous  years,  the  categories  of 
studio,  one-,  two-  and  three-bedroom  units  are  included. 

These  are,  however,  differentiated  by  whether  or  not  they 
possess  or  lack  kitchen  and  bathing  facilities . The  follow- 
ing list  indicates  the  differentiation. 

0 BDR  = Studio  with  bath  and  kitchen 

1 BDR  = One  bedroom  with  bath  and  kitchen 

2 BDR  = Two  bedrooms  with  bath  and  kitchen 

3f  BDR  = Three  or  more  bedrooms  with  bath  and  kitchen 

0-B/K  = Studio  without  bath  and  kitchen  (hotel  room) 
-B/K  = All  other  bedroom  categories  without  bath 
and  kitchen 
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While  other  types  were  also  defined,  the  incidence  of  their 
occurrence  was  statistically  negligible  and  they  are  not 
included  in  the  tabulations . 

Ideally,  the  vacancy  rate  might  be  determined  by  a 
complete  survey  of  apartment  houses  and  hotels  in  the  city. 
Practically,  it  is  not  feasible  to  do  this.  Instead,  reliance 
is  placed  upon  the  selection  of  a "random"  sample  to  represent 
the  housing  stock  and  a survey  of  this  sample  is  made.  The 
selection  of  the  sample  is  a matter  of  fundamental  importance 
to  the  reliability  of  the  survey  results.  In  the  present 
survey  considerable  effort  was  spent  to  assure  that  the  sample 
would  be  both  representative  of  the  housing  stock  surveyed  and 
that  its  selection  would  be  random.  The  latter  condition 
requires  that  of  all  the  buildings  which  might  be  selected  for 
the  sample,  no  one  of  them  is  more  likely  than  any  other  to  be 
chosen. 

No  matter  how  carefully  the  sample  is  chosen  and  the 
sample  survey  performed,  there  will  be  some  variation  between 
the  estimate  of  vacancies  obtained  from  the  survey  based  upon 
the  sample  and  the  results  which  the  complete  survey  would 
produce.  This  variation  between  the  sample  and  the  complete 
survey  is  called  "sampling  error."  In  the  present  survey,  it 
was  estimated  on  the  basis  of  the  findings  that  6,108  units 
were  vacant  and  available  for  rent  (a  vacancy  rate  of 
4.05  percent) . It  should  not  be  inferred  that  exactly  that 
number  of  units  were  found  vacant  at  the  time  of  the  survey. 
Instead,  given  the  measurement  of  sampling  error,  we  can  state 
with  confidence  that  better  than  nine  times  out  of  ten,  the 
figure  which  would  have  been  given  by  a complete  survey  would 
be  6,108  vacancies  + or  - 919  units.  Total  vacancies  may  thus 
be  expressed  as  a figure  lying  in  a range  between  5,189  units 
and  7,027  units.  The  total  vacancy  rate,  applying  the  same 
analysis,  lies  somewhere  between  3.45  percent  and  4.65  percent, 
the  figure  to  which  the  measure  of  error  is  applied  being 
4.05  percent  and  the  variation  being  + or  - .60  percent. 

The  sampling  error  is,  in  part,  a function  of  the  number 
of  units  included  in  the' sample.  It  tends  to  diminish  as  the 
number  increases  and  to  increase  as  the  number  grows  smaller. 

In  the  appendix  to  this  report,  a table  containing  the 
measurements  of  sampling  (standard)  errors  for  each  type  of 
unit  and  for  most  of  the  planning  districts  surveyed  is 
included  together  with  an  explanation  of  their  derivation. 

They  should  be  consulted  when  using  the  tables  reporting 
vacancies,  particularly  when  the  reader  is  concerned  about 
a more  precise  appraisal  of  the  findings. 

The  general  vacancy  rate  for  the  city  was  4.05  percent 
or  6,108  units  estimated  to  be  vacant  and  available  for  rent 
at  the  time  of  the  survey.  The  survey  covers  all  housing  in 
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the  private  market  place  found  in  structures  containing 
three  or  more  apartment  units  and  all  rooms  in  residential 
hotels,  motels  and  lodging  houses  where  (1)  75  percent  or 

more  of  the  guests  are  permanent  residents  according  to  the 
manager,  and  (2)  there  are  no  common  dining  facilities. 

These  conditions  bring  the  survey  into  conformity  with  the 
1970  Census  of  Housing  criteria.  These  available  units  do 
not  include  any  units  found  in  public  housing  projects,  or 
leased  housing  (Sec.  23) , also  included  in  the  sample,  since 
there  is  no  effective  vacancy  in  any  housing  project.  No 
units  which  were  not  available  for  rent  were  included  in  the 
survey  findings  either.  Also  excluded  are  those  units  owned 
by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  which  are  vacant 
but  slated  for  demolition. 

Thus  the  total  figure  for  available  vacancies  in  the 
City  of  San  Francisco  consists  of  both  apartment  units  and 
rooms  used  for  permanent  residence.  The  components  of  the 
total  vacancy  rate  are  as  follows : 


TABLE  1 


Components  of  Total  Vacancy  Rate 


Number 
of  Units 

Percent 
of  total* 

Vacancy 

Rate 

Total  - All  Types 

6,108 

100.0% 

4.05% 

Residential  Rooms 

2,666 

43.6% 

10.6% 

Studio  Apartments 

1,233 

20.2% 

4.0% 

One  Bedroom 

1,439 

23.5% 

2.5% 

Two  Bedrooms 

572 

9.4% 

2.0% 

Three  or  More  Bedrooms 

198 

3.2% 

2.2% 

*Totals  may  not  add  due 

to  rounding. 

For  sampling 

error , 

consult  appendix  table. 

Source:  Survey  Research  Center 


From  the  data,  it  at  once  becomes  apparent  that  the  total 
vacancy  rate  of  4.05  percent  has  two  significant  and  quite 
distinct  components.  One  of  them  is  the  residential  rooms 
found  largely  in  hotels  in  the  more  central  portion  of  the 
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city.  Nearly  44  percent  of  all  the  units  fall  into  this 
category.  This  sector  of  the  stock  is  quite  different  in 
character  from  the  apartment  house  units  which  are  the  second 
component. 

Units  in  apartment  houses  from  studios  on  up  have  their 
own  kitchens  and  bathrooms,  solely  for  the  use  of  the  resi- 
dents. Residential  rooms,  on  the  other  hand,  do  not  have 
these  facilities.  If  the  residential  rooms  are  subtracted 
from  both  the  stock  and  the  vacant  units,  the  resulting 
vacancy  rate  for  apartments  is  2.6  percent.  The  largest 
percentage  of  vacant  units  is  to  be  found  in  the  one-bedroom 
category,  and  sharply  declines  as  the  number  of  bedrooms 
increases.  Thus,  from  this  first  presentation  of  the  results, 
it  becomes  clear  that  while  a high  vacancy  rate  exists  in  the 
hotel  room  sector,  best  aimed  at  the  accommodation  of  single 
persons,  the  number  of  units  available  in  the  three-or-more- 
bedroom  category  is  very  limited.  Throughout  the  rest  of 
this  report,  the  total  vacancy  rate  referred  to  will  be 
4.0  percent,  unless  it  is  specifically  broken  into  its 
component  parts  of  10.6  for  the  residential  room  sector  and 

2.6  percent  for  the  residential  unit  sector.  This  breakdown 
will  be  used  in  comparing  the  results  of  this  survey  with 
earlier  surveys  which  did  not  include  residential  rooms. 

1.  Table  Cl.  Vacancy  by  Unit  Types  and  Decade  Built 

In  the  first  table,  the  relationship  between  unit  type, 
the  decade  in  which  the  structure  was  built  and  the  vacancy 
rates  is  examined.  The  hotel  room  category  (0-B/K)  commands 
the  largest  single  number  of  vacancies  in  the  city,  2,666,  or 

10.6  percent  of  all  such  units.  These  vacancies  comprise 
nearly  44  percent  of  the  total  6,108  vacant,  available- for- 
rent  units  in  multi-family  structures  citywide.  Further, 
most  of  these  vacancies  are  found  in  the  pre-1920s  structures, 
a tendency  also  observed  in  studio  and  one-bedroom  units 
which  are  vacant.  Lowest  vacancies  are  observed  for  units 
generally  constructed  after  1930.  Eighty-seven  percent  of 
all  vacancies  occurred  in  hotel  rooms , studio  and  one-bedroom 
units.  One  percent  of  all  vacancies  were  found  in  three-or- 
more-bedroom  units  and  60  percent  of  all  vacancies  were 
reported  in  structures  built  prior  to  1950. 

2 . Table  C2.  Vacancy  by  Typical  Contract  Rent  and  Unit  Type 

The  survey  determined  that  nearly  fifty  percent  of  the 
contract  rents  of  all  rental  units  fell  below  $150.  This 
figure  excludes  public  housing  rents  (which  have  tended  to 
bias  previous  surveys  and  the  1970  Census  data  because  they 
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were  included)  and  to  include  the  rents  on  hotel  rooms. 
Except  for  hotel  rooms  (the  most  numerous  single  category 
of  vacancy  offerings) , the  prospects  for  obtaining  a vacant 
unit  in  the  private  market  for  less  than  $100  per  month  are 
relatively  slight.  The  modal  rent  (rent  at  which  the 
greatest  number  of  units  are  offered  in  any  category)  begins 
in  the  $125-$ 149  range  for  studio  (not  hotel)  units  and 
rises  to  the  $200-$249  range  for  two-bedroom  units.  There 
is  a slight  drop  in  the  three-or-more-bedroom  category  to 
$150-$174  which  is  offset  by  the  relatively  small  number  of 
offerings  (64) . 

3 . Table  C3.  Vacancy  by  Typical  Contract  Rent  and  Decade 
Structure  Built 


The  largest  percentage  of  vacancies  in  structures  built 
in  the  1970s  are  in  the  $300  or  more  per  month  bracket, 
though  there  are  not  many  under  any  circumstances . The 
vacancy  rate  increases  as  the  structures  become  older.  In 
structures  built  in  the  1960s,  the  $200-$249  range  (with 
136  units  available)  and  in  structures  built  in  the  1950s, 
the  $100-$124  range  (with  124  units  available)  are  the  modal 
categories.  Rents  tend  to  be  less  than  $175  in  structures 
built  between  1920  and  1950,  and  only  in  the  stock  constructed 
before  1920  is  there  evidence  of  any  sizable  offering  for 
less  than  $100  (1,859  units  or  65  percent  of  the  total  of 
2 , 850  units) . 

4 . Table  C4.  Vacancy  by  Unit  Type 

The  largest  single  offering  of  housing  was  in  the  hotel 
room  category,  2,666  units  of  a total  of  6,108,  and  the 
smallest  was  in  the  three-or-more-bedroom  category,  158  of 
6,108.  The  heavy  concentration  of  vacant  units  in  the  hotel 
room,  studio,  and  one-bedroom  apartment  categories  is 
striking,  5,300  of  the  6,108  vacancies  reported,  or  nearly 
nine  out  of  every  ten  units  available. 

Comparative  Vacancy  Rates 

There  are  a number  of  ways  to  measure  vacancy  rates , 
some  of  which  are  discussed  in  the  Appendix  to  this  report. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  a consistent  set  of  time  series  is 
lacking  for  those  measures  of  vacancy  that  reveal  in  greater 
detail  the  nature  of  the  vacant  units.  Such  measurements, 
developed  from  a uniform  data  base  and  using  the  same  method, 
would  permit  an  analysis  of  the  trends  in  the  local  housing 
market.  The  only  annual  measure  now  available  for  San 
Francisco  is  one  developed  by  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  and  carried  out  by  the  U.S.  Postal  Service. 
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It  is  neither  an  enumeration  of  all  vacant  units  in  the 
housing  stock,  which  is  the  aim  of  the  Censuses  of  housing, 
nor  is  it  a carefully  designed  sampled  survey,  as  is  the 
1973  survey.  It  simply  records  the  number  of  failures  to 
deliver  mail  because  the  unit  is  apparently  vacant  at  the 
time  of  delivery.  No  more  information,  except  whether  or  not 
the  unit  is  single-  or  multi-family,  is  given. 

The  data  from  this  series,  reported  since  1964,  are 
given  here  simply  to  indicate  that  there  is  one  recorded 
tendency  of  San  Francisco  to  have  a vacancy  rate  of  less 
than  three  percent  in  multi-unit  stock.  Unfortunately, 
little  suitable  information  is  really  gained  from  the  HUD 
series  for  the  multi-family  stock,  and  this  argues  for  a 
continuation  and  refinement  of  the  current  survey  as  a more 
consistent  and  reliable  basis  for  the  evaluation  of  vacancies 
in  the  stock. 

The  relative  vacancies  by  unit  types  for  the  three 
surveys  in  which  the  Department  participated  are  presented 
for  comparison.  It  must  be  remembered  that  these  are  more 
qualitative  than  quantitative  indications  because  of  dif- 
ferences in  the  surveys  mentioned  above. 


TABLE  2 

Comparative  Vacancy  Rates 


Studio 

One  Bedroom 

Two  Bedroom 

Three  or  More 

Total 

1973 

4.0% 

2.5% 

2.1% 

1.8% 

2.6%* 

1969 

1.9 

3.0 

1.8 

2.3 

2.3 

1966 

5.7 

5.7 

5.1 

00 

5.6 

This  information  shows  a general  contraction  in  the 
availability  of  larger  units.  Coupled  with  information  on 
the  duration  of  vacancy  given  by  the  survey,  the  data  indi- 
cate that  there  is  little  opportunity  in  San  Francisco's 
rental  housing  market  for  the  family  with  children  which 
needs  the  larger  units. 


*Does  not  include  hotel  rooms  in  the  studio  classification 
to  make  it  comparable  with  1969  and  1966. 
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TABLE  3 

Duration  of  Vacancy 
1973  Survey 


Less  than  one  month 

4,087 

66.9% 

One  to 

two  months 

789 

12.9% 

Longer 

than  two  months 

1,233 

20.2% 

6,109 

100.0% 

Two- thirds  of  the  units  were  vacant  less  than  a month, 
and  it  is  probably  correct  to  assume  that  those  vacant 
longer  than  two  months  represent  either  undesirable  units, 
or  units  whose  rent  may  be  pricing  them  out  of  the  market. 

The  1966  vacancy  figure  of  5.6  percent  probably  reflects 
the  brief  building  "boom"  in  medium  density  frame  apartment 
dwellings  that  occurred  between  1960  and  1965.  They  were 
built  largely  on  speculation  rather  than  as  a response  to 
demand  and  were  not  immediately  absorbed.  However,  as  con- 
struction slowed  in  the  late  'sixties,  their  absorption 
increased  and  by  1969  a tighter  market  prevailed.  These 
rates  do  not  appear  substantially  out  of  line  with  the 
national  figures  provided  in  the  Current  Housing  Reports* 
published  annually  by  the  Department  of  Commerce.  These 
figures  are  provided  by  a national  survey  conducted  by  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  and  cover  all  rental  units.  Numeri- 
cally closer  to  the  HUD-U.S.  Postal  Service  series,  they  are 
also  less  applicable  to  the  local  situation.  They  are  indica- 
tive of  a general  tendency  toward  a tight  vacancy  rate  inside 
urban  areas  for  the  nation  as  a whole,  but  a somewhat  looser 
tendency  for  the  Western  region.  The  comparison  of  the 
various  series  provides  a qualitative  sense  that  the  housing 
market  has  had  very  little  slack  for  the  last  few  years,  but 
that  there  may  have  been  gradual  easing  of  that  condition 
more  recently.  However,  the  nature  of  those  vacancies  can 
only  be  determined  by  examination  of  the  detailed  findings 
which  will  follow.  Certainly,  by  any  arbitrary  criterion, 
there  has  been  very  little  flexibility  in  the  housing  market. 

General  Characteristics 


In  addition  to  information  on  vacancy  rates,  information 
was  also  collected  on  general  characteristics  of  the  housing 
stock  sampled,  and  on  management  policies.  They  fall  into 
the  categories  of  structural  characteristics,  contract  rent, 
charges  for  services,  and  management  policies. 
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TABLE  4 

Rental  Vacancy  Rate  Information  from  Selected  Bases 
for  San  Francisco  and  Other  Areas 1 


HUD/Postal 

Year  Vacancy  Survey 
S.F.  SMSA2 


Current  Housing 

Dept,  of  Census  Reports 

City  of  Nat'l.- 

Planning  Housing  Inside  Western 
S.F. SMSA*s  Region 


1950 

1.2 

1960 

4.3 

1964 

3.0 

3.0 

1965 

n.  a. 

n.a. 

3.1 

4.9 

1966 

3.0 

5.6 

5.6 

2.7 

4.3 

1967 

1.9 

3.7 

2.3 

3.4 

1968 

1.  4 

2.4 

2.0 

2.8 

1969 

2.4 

3.0 

2.3 

1.9 

2.3 

1970 

0.7 

2.2 

6. 4^ 

1.9 

2.2 

1971 

0.9 

2.6 

2.0 

2.2 

1972 

1.  8 

4.1 

2.1 

2.3 

1973 

n.a. 

n.a. 

2.64 

n.a. 

n . a 

^These  figures  from  various  series  are  not  directly  comparable 
and  are  included  merely  for  indicative  purposes. 

o 

“Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 
^In  three-or-more-unit  structures 

4 

Excludes  residential  rooms, 
n.a.  = not  available 


13 


1 . structural  Characteristics 


In  the  1973  survey,  data  on  residential  hotels  was 
sought,  and  units  in  public  housing  eliminated  from  the 
sample.  The  latter  elimination  occurred  because  there  are, 
in  effect,  no  vacancies  in  public  housing  and  the  rents 
charged  for  housing  tend  to  bias  the  sample.  Based  on  the 
sample,  drawn  from  the  Division  of  Apartment  House  and  Hotel 
Inspection  file  which  shows  the  city  to  have  154,432  units  in 
three-or-more-unit  structures  and  residential  hotels,  the 
distribution  by  number  of  units  per  structure  reveals  that 
80  percent  are  in  apartment  houses,  16  percent  in  residential 
hotels*,  and  the  balance  in  public  housing  units. 

Slightly  less  than  80  percent  of  the  multi-unit  stock 
was  constructed  in  the  years  preceding  1950,  and  of  this 
percentage,  the  majority  falls  in  the  1920s  or  earlier. 

The  stock  consists  predominantly  of  studio,  hotel  or  single 
bedroom  accommodations.  Nearly  eighteen  thousand  units  are 
without  kitchen  or  bath,  and  constitute  the  hotel  rooms  used 
for  permanent  residence.  Less  than  six  percent  of  the  multi- 
unit stock  contain  three  or  more  bedrooms.  Most  units 
(87.4  percent)  have  a private  bath  and  most  have  complete 
kitchen  facilities  (82.9  percent).  However,  some  19,000  units 
lack  exclusive  use  of  a bathroom  and  26,000  do  not  have  kit- 
chen facilities.  A vast  majority  of  the  stock  consists  of 
four  or  fewer  rooms  (89  percent) , and  less  than  one  percent 
have  seven  or  more  rooms.  Most  units  (75.2  percent)  occur 
in  buildings  of  four  floors  or  less,  and  correspondingly, 
no  more  than  35  percent  of  the  units  involved  reported 
elevator  service  in  the  structures. 

Of  the  80  percent  in  apartment  houses,  over  half  are 
in  structures  having  three  to  nineteen  units  and  fewer  than 
five  percent  are  in  structures  of  100  or  more  units.  In 
residential  hotels,  most  units  are  found  in  the  50-or-more- 
unit  category. 

2 . Charges  for  Building  Services  and  Utilities 

There  are  services  besides  shelter  that  are  required 
by  the  tenants  of  housing.  The  question  of  who  pays  for 
them  was  asked  in  the  survey.  Given  the  structure  of  San 
Francisco's  housing  market,  the  responses  are  not  surprising. 
In  approximately  two  out  of  three  units,  the  tenant  pays  for 
gas  and  electricity;  in  the  balance,  the  charge  is  absorbed 


*A  hotel  is  considered  to  be  residential  in  character  only 
if  75  percent  or  more  of  its  residents  are  nontransient. 
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TABLE  5 


Structural  Characteristics  of  Units  in  1973  Survey 


Decade 

Structure 

Built 

1970s 

1960s 

1950s 

1940s 

1930s 

1920s 

Pre-1920 

2,678 

20,134 

8,037 

9,868 

21,316 

27,908 

54,605 

1.9% 

13.9% 

5.6% 

6.8% 

14.7% 

19.3% 

37.8% 

Type  of  Unit 


Bedrooms 


With  Kitchen 
and  Bath 


Without 

Kitchen  or  Bath 


Kitchen 

Bath  Only  Only 


0 31,406 

20.3% 


17,698  7,803  866 

11.5%  5.1%  .6% 


1 58,005 

37.6% 


39  578 

0%  . 4% 


2 28,212 
18.3% 


653  133 

.4%  .1% 


3 or  more  8,760 

5.7% 


201  76 

.1%  .0% 


None 

57,774 

37.4% 


Number  of  Separate  Bedrooms 

One  Two  Three  or  More 

58,622  28,999  9,037 

38.0%  18.8%  5.9% 


Units  with  Complete  Private  Bathrooms 
With  Without 

134,955  19,477 

87.4%  12.6% 
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Units 

with  Complete  Kitchen 

Facilities 

With 

Without 

127,961 

26, 

471 

82.9% 

17 

.1% 

Typical  Total  Rooms 

for  All  Units 

Rooms 

Number 

Percent 

1 

30,276 

19.6 

2 

29,346 

19.0 

3 

46,450 

30.1 

4 

32,005 

20.7 

5 

10,715 

6.9 

6 

4,548 

2.9 

7 

805 

.5 

8 

150 

.1 

9 or 

more 

136 

. 1 

Kind  of  Structure 

Apartment 

Mixed  Use* 

Hotel 

Motel 

Rooming 

House 

105,873 

23,013 

22, 

248 

114 

2,339 

68.6% 

14.9% 

14 

.4% 

. 1% 

1.5% 

*Residential  combined  with  commercial  and  industrial. 

Existence  of  Passenger  Elevator 
Yes  No 

52,262  95,366 

35.4%  64.6% 
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N uiTiber  of  Floors  or  Stories 


More  than 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five 

Six 

Six 

798 

26,888 

63,182 

25,374 

9,961 

13,002 

15,227 

.5% 

17.4% 

40.9% 

16.4% 

6.5% 

8.4% 

10.0% 

17 


by  management  and  passed  on.  (The  fact  that  a third  or  more 
of  the  units  are  not  charged  individually  for  these  services 
is  a principal  reason  that  idle  utility  meter  rates  are  not 
of  much  use  in  keeping  track  of  vacancy  rates  in  San  Francisco.) 
On  the  other  hand,  in  only  2.3  percent  of  the  units  is  the 
water  bill  paid  directly  by  the  tenant.  Similarly,  in 
92  percent  of  the  units , the  garbage  bill  is  paid  by  the 
owner.  Finally,  about  half  of  the  units  offering  off-street 
parking  accommodations  make  an  extra  charge  to  their  tenants 
for  that  service. 

3 . Management  Policies 

As  in  previous  studies,  it  was  found  that  leases  are 
always  required  in  relatively  few  units  (16  percent)  and 
never  required  in  better  than  three  out  of  four.  On  the 
other  hand,  rental  deposits  are  required  most  if  not  all  the 
time  in  62.6  percent  of  the  units  surveyed  and  never  in  about 
one-third.  In  sixty  percent  of  those  cases  where  it  is 
required,  it  amounts  to  a month's  rent.  Fees,  such  as  key 
deposits,  cleaning  or  damage  fees  are  requested  in  56.2  per- 
cent of  the  units.  Children  are  accepted  in  less  than  half 
of  the  units  without  qualification  (41.5  percent)  and  not  at 
all  in  51.9  percent.  In  the  remaining  units,  children  are 
accepted  conditionally.  Pets  are  overwhelmingly  unwelcome, 
excluded  from  73.4  percent  of  all  the  units  in  the  sample. 

Less  than  20  percent  will  accept  pets  without  condition  and 
cats  seem  slightly  more  popular  than  dogs  with  landlords  and 
managers . 
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TABLE  6 


Management  Policies  in  Surveyed  Units 


Policy  on  Leases 


Always 

Usually 

Sometimes 

Never 

24,671 

3,782 

5,668 

119,608 

16.0% 

2.5% 

3.7% 

77.8% 

Rental 

Deposit 

Always 

Usually 

Sometimes 

Never 

95,856 

1,89  8 

3,938 

51,466 

62.6% 

1.2% 

2.6% 

33.6% 

Usual 

Deposit 

Less  than 
One  Month 

One 

Month  Two  Months 

25,473 

58,757 

16,440 

25.3% 

58.4% 

16.3% 

New  Tenant  Pays  Fees 

Yes 

No 

85,473 

66,497 

56.2% 

43.8% 

Pets 

Policy 

All 

Some 

None 

Cats 

Dogs 

28,090 

8,19  8 

112,622 

4,218 

253 

18.  3% 

5.3% 

73.4% 

2.8% 

.2% 
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children  Policy 


All  Some  None 

60,828  12,248  76,208 

39.9%  8.0%  50.0% 


Limits 

3,270 

2.1% 


Yes  No  Depends 

41.5%  51.9%  6.6% 


Children  Presently  Living  in  Building 
Yes  No 

61,298  14,841 

80.5%  19.5% 
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TABLE  7 


Charges  for  Building  Services  and  Utilities 

Charge  for  Off-Street  Parking 
Yes  No 

34,631  38,719 

47.1%  52.7% 


Payment  for  Electricity 
Tenant  Owner 


103,816 

67.2% 


50,159 

32.5% 


Payment  for  Gas 
Tenant  Owner 


91,153 

63.0% 


51,713 

35.7% 


Payment  for  Water 
Tenant  Owner 


3,551 

2.3% 


150,774 

97.6% 


Payment  for  Garbage  Removal 
Tenant  Owner 


12,053 

7.8% 


142,014 

92.0% 
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ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


citynioe  totals 


TABLE  Cl 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  because  they  do  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I9T0S  1001  52 

95  I 4 9 

I960S  8999  U8 

98  I 19 

I950S  3638  145 

96  2 3 8 

I940S  4816  T 

99  9 I 

I930S  9354  254 

97  4 2 6 

1920S  10565  260 

97  6 2 4 

PRE20S  13728  412 

97  I 2 9 

AR  3629  94 

97  5-  2 5 

TOTAL  55730  1401 

97  5 2 5 


AR 

16 

225 

47 

42 

129 


TOTAL 


1069 

1053 

9402 

9177 


9737 

9608 


159  10983 

10824 

241  14382 

14140 

14  3737 

3723 

874  58005 

57,131 


STUDIO  UNITS 


CITYNIDE  TOTALS 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


CITYNIDE  TOTALS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I970S  921  7 

99  2 8 

I960S  2761  92 

96  8 3 2 

I950S  308  12 

96  3 3 7 

I940S  1059  90 

92  I 7 9 

I930S  4752  153 

96  9 3 1 

I920S  7747  289 

96  4 3 6 

PRE20S  9980  532 

94  9 5 1 

AR  1971  57 

97  2 2 8 

TOTAL  29499  1233 

96  0 4 0 


44  4949 

4905 

241  8277 

8036 

288  10800 
10512 

21  2049 

2028 

674  31406 

30732 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  312  20 

94  0 6 0 

1960S  6021  294 

96  7 3 3 

1950S  2714  86 

96  9 3 1 

I940S  2838  12 

99  6 4 

I930S  2880  92 

96  9 3 1 

1920S  4352  50 

98  9 I I 

PRE20S  7022  78 

98  9 II 

AR  1026  30 

97  2 2 8 

total  27165  572 

97  9 2 1 


AR 

0 

113 

44 

6 

23 


223 

0 

475 
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OTHER  UNITS  WITHOUT  BATH/KITCHEN 


CITYWIOE  totals 


three  or  more  BEDROOM  UNITS 


citywide  totals 


I970S 

I960S 

I950S 

I940S 

I930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

266  69 

79  3 20.7 


I930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

90  0 

100,0  0. 

575  0 

100.0  0 


713 

93.1 


53 

6.9 


AR  TOTAL 


0 575 

575 

29  795 

766 

0 222 

222 

29  1681 

1652 


residential  rooms 

I960S 

I950S 

I940S 

I930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 


OCCUPD  V 
19 

100  0 

158 
77  8 

170 
85  6 

2291 
B5  7 


citywide  totals 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


I970S 

I960S 

195QS 

1940S 

1930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 


CITYWIDE  TOTALS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 
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ONE  BEDROON  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


60-69 

T0-T9 


cittnioe  totals 


■AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRUERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


10305 
98  A 

11522 


CITYNIDE  TOTALS 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


CITTNIOE  TOTALS 


<50 
50-59 
60-69 
T0-T9 
80  89 
90-99 
100 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

172  57 

75  0 25  0 

25  0 


100  0 

259 
79  2 

295 
95  4 

692 
100  0 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

131  0 

IDO  0 0 


2716 

98  0 

4548 

99  2 

3215 
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THREE  OR  MORE  BEDROOM  UNITS 

OCCUPO  VACANT 

90-99  80  0 

100  0 0. 

151  0 

100  0 0. 

424  0 

100  0 0 

1468  64 

95  8 4 2 

1397  1 

99  9 I 

806  24 

97.1  29 

797  0 

100  0 0 

590  58 

91  1 8 9 


cityhide  totals 


OTHER  UNITS  HITHOUT  BATH/K  ITCHEN 
OCCUPO  VACANT 


60-69 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

TOTAL 


118 
100  0 

576 
92  8 

6 

100  0 

601 
98  6 

173 


CITYHIOE  TOTALS 
AR  total 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


CITYKIOE  TOTALS 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


CITYHIDE  TOTALS 


«50 


OCCUPD  VACANT 
3946  248 


50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 


OCCUPO  VACANT 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 

125- 


100  0 
22382 
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citywide  totals 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
criteria  for  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

301  0 

100  0 0 

147  0 

100  0 0 

1 35  33 

80  5 19  5 

95  0 

100  0 0 


447 
93  I 


CITYWIDE  TOTALS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


60-69 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 


4612 
98  1 

4580 


96  5 
1252 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


citywide  totals 


100  0 
2501 


100  0 
2393 
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CITYWIOE  TOTALS 


citybide  totals 


50-59 

60-69 

90-99 

100 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

3 0 

100  0 0. 

167  29 

85  4 14,6 

29  0 

100,0  0 


98  9 

2092 
100  0 

1880 
100  0 

583 
100  0 

464 
100  0 
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100  0 


<50 
50-59 
60-69 
70-79 
80  89 
90-99 
100 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

354  58 

85  0 14  2 

539  171 

75  9 24  1 

604  83 

87  9 12  I 


94  5 
2151 


550 

99  2 

220 
08  7 

51 

100  0 

923 
99  7 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 


OCCUPD 

172 

75,0 

220 

91,5 

449 
90  1 

318 

85,7 

422 
83  1 


CITYWIOE  TOTALS 


VACANT 

57 

25,0 


TOTAL 

PRE  1920S 

<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 


1014 

99,5 

166 
88  0 

341 
98  7 

115 
100  0 

440 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


571 

95  3 

631 

96  0 

305 

100,0 

299 
100  0 


CITYBIOE  TOTALS 
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TOTAL 


*LL  DECHOES  SURVEYED 


CITTVIOE  TOTALS 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

<50  4118  306 

93  I 6 9 

50-59  351?  566 

86  I 13  9 

60  69  5461  619 

89  8 10  2 

T0-T9  3490  376 

90  3 9 7 

80-89  3805  486 

88  7 113 

90  99  5356  347 

93  9 6 1 

100-  15311  796 

95  1 4 9 

125-  26050  701 

97  4 2 6 

150-  21967  579 

97  4 2 6 

175-  19181  432 

97  8 2 2 

200-  15531  418 

97  4 2 6 

250-  5379  147 

97  3 2 7 

300-  3215  196 

94.3  57 

400<  1048  16 

98  5 15 

PUBLIC  7328  66 

99  I 9 

AR  4054  58 

98  6 14 

TOTAL  144806  6108 

96  0 4.0 


3518  154432 
2 3 150914 
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TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

■AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C«  CITYWIDE  TOTALS 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 
0 BDR  29499  1233  674  31406 


96  0 4 0 


30732 


BOR  55T30  1401 

97.5  2 5 


874  58005 

57131 


2 BDR  27165 
97  9 


572  475  28212 

21  27737 


3.  BOR  8455  158 

98,2  I 8 


146  8760 


8613 


0-B/X  22382  2666 

89  4 10.6 


1319  26368 
25049 


■B/X  1574  78 

95  3 4.7 


TOTAL  144806  6108 

96  0 4 0 


3518  154432 
150914 
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FINDINGS  BY  PLANNING  DISTRICT 


Overview 


The  overall  vacancy  rate  was  highest  in  South  of  Market 
planning  district  at  7.5  percent.  The  next  four  highest 
vacancy  areas  were:  Downtown  (7.4  percent).  Mission  (5.7  per- 

cent), South  Bayshore  (4.7  percent)  and  Western  Addition 
(4.7  percent).  The  lowest  vacancy  rate  was  registered  in  the 
southwestern  part  of  the  city,  the  Ingleside  (1.1  percent) 
and  Central  (1.3  percent)  districts. 

The  highest  number  of  vacant  units  were  located  in  the 
Downtown  planning  district;  it  contains  32  percent  of  all  the 
vacant  units  recorded  in  the  survey.  Next  were  Northeast  and 
Mission,  each  of  which  contained  about  13  percent  to  14  per- 
cent of  all  the  vacant  units. 

The  profile  reveals  that  high  vacancy  rates  were  recorded 
in  districts  with  a concentration  of  units  built  before  the 
1920s.  These  districts  included  the  Downtown,  South  of  Market, 
Mission  and  Northeast.  Also,  high  vacancy  was  recorded  in 
districts  which  consisted  of  a high  percentage  of  residential 
hotel  units.  In  fact,  the  vacancy  rate  of  hotel  units  in  the 
Northeast,  Downtown,  Western  Addition,  Mission  and  South  of 
Market  districts  contributed  significantly  to  the  total  high 
vacancy  rates  for  them.  The  vacancy  rates  of  hotel  units  in 
these  districts  ranged  from  8.6  percent  in  Northeast  to  a 
high  of  20.8  percent  in  the  Mission. 

Studio  units  with  kitchen  and  bathroom  had  a vacancy 
rate  of  4.0  percent.  High  vacancy  rates  of  studios  were 
recorded  in  South  of  Market,  Mission  and  Buena  Vista.  These 
were  mostly  built  in  the  1920s  with  rental  less  than  $100. 

Lower  rental  units,  $99  and  under,  had  higher  vacancy 
rates  than  units  in  the  $100  through  $299  category;  partially, 
it  was  because  hotel  units,  where  high  vacancy  existed,  were 
mostly  rented  for  less  than  $100.  The  vacancy  rose  again  for 
units  renting  for  $300  and  more.  Some  districts  had  their 
highest  vacancy  lying  in  the  rental  range  of  $50-$89.  They 
were:  Northeast,  Downtown,  Western  Addition,  Buena  Vista, 

Mission  and  South  of  Market.  On  the  other  hand,  very  few 
units  were  rented  for  under  $89  in  the  following  districts: 
Richmond,  Marina,  Central,  South  Bayshore,  Bernal  Heights, 

South  Central,  Ingleside,  Inner  and  Outer  Sunset. 
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Note  to  Table  8 


Three  points  should  be  noted  in  comparing  the  1973 
vacancy  rates  with  the  1966  and  1969  rates  by  survey  areas 
or  planning  districts. 

(1)  While  the  three  surveys  covered  only  multi-unit 
structures , their  sample  bases  differed.  The  vacancy  surveys 
of  1966,  1969  and  1973  respectively  covered  structures  with 
four  or  more  units  excluding  hotel  units;  two  or  more  units 
excluding  hotel  units;  and  three  or  more  units  including 
hotel  units. 

(2)  The  boundaries  of  survey  areas  are  drawn  differently 
among  the  three  surveys.  Comparisons  of  vacancy  rates  by 
survey  areas  could  only  be  made  grossly.  Some  survey  areas 
or  planning  districts  used  in  1973  have  to  be  combined  in 
order  to  be  comparable  to  the  1966  and  1969  surveys.  Reser- 
vation should  therefore  be  made  in  reading  the  comparative 
figures . 

(3)  The  overall  vacancy  rates  of  1973  indicated  all 
vacant  units  in  apartments,  mixed  residential  and  commercial 
use  apartments,  row  houses,  and  hotels;  while  the  "apartment" 
vacancy  rates  excluded  the  last  category,  i.e.,  hotel  units. 
It  is  more  reasonable  to  compare  the  1973  apartment  vacancy 
rates  with  the  1966  and  1969  overall  vacancy  rates. 
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Dis 

No 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 


TABLE  8 


1973  Vacancy  Rates  and 
Comparable  1966  & 1969  Vacancy  Rates 
by  Survey  Areas 


1973  1969  1966 

Planning  Dist.  Overall  Apartment 

or  Survey  Area Rank  Rate  Rank  Rate  Rate  Rate 


Richmond 

9 

2.4% 

7 

2.4% 

1.5% 

5.6% 

Marina 

11 

2.1 

11 

2.1 

1.2 

2.7 

Northeast 

8 

3.2 

6 

2.5 

1.3 

5.2 

Downtown 

2 

7.4 

5 

3.7 

5.3 

4.5 

Western  Addition 

4 

4.7 

3 

4.3 

2.0 

9.7 

Buena  Vista 

7 

3.3 

8 

2.5 

8.4 

Central 

14 

1.3 

14 

1.3) 

Mission 

3 

5.7 

9 

2.4 

1.6 

5.2 

South  of  Market 

1 

7.5 

1 

5.4 

0.0 

6.5 

South  Bayshore 

5 

4.7 

2 

4.7\ 

Bernal  Heights 

6 

3.9 

4 

3.9i 

3.1 

3.3 

South  Central 

12 

2.0 

12 

2.o) 

Ingleside 

15 

1.1 

15 

1.1  \ 

Inner  Sunset 

13 

1.9 

13 

1.9  i 

0.6 

4.0 

Outer  Sunset 

10 

2.2 

10 

2.2  ) 
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PRESIDIO 


1973  VACANCY  SURVEY 


APARTMENT 

PLANNING  DISTRICT  VACANCY  RATE VACANCY  RATE 


1.  RICHMOND  2.4% 

2.  MARINA  2.1% 

3.  NORTHEAST  3.2% 

4.  DOWNTOWN  7.4% 

5.  WESTERN  ADDITION  4.7% 

6.  BUENA  VISTA  3.3% 

7.  CENTRAL  1.3% 

8.  MISSION  5.7% 

9.  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  7.5% 

10.  SOUTH  BAYSHORE  4.7% 

11.  BERNAL  HEIGHTS  3.9% 

12.  SOUTHCENTRAL  2.0% 

13.  IN6LESI0E  1.1% 

14.  INNER  SUNSET  1.9% 

15.  OUTER  SUNSET  2.2% 


2.4% 
2.1  % 
2.5% 
3.7% 
4.3% 
2.4% 
1.3% 
2.4% 
5.4% 
4.7% 
3.9% 
2.0% 
l.l  % 
1.9% 
2.2% 


* StruchirM  with  3 or  more  unift  including  hotels 

34 


SAN  FRANCISCO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


I s 


1970  CENSUS 


PLANNING  DISTRICT 

1.  RICHMOND 

2.  MARINA 

3.  NORTHEAST 

4.  DOWNTOWN 

5.  WESTERN  ADDITION 

6.  BUENA  VISTA 

7.  CENTRAL 

8.  MISSION 

9.  SOUTH  OF  MARKET 

10.  SOUTH  BAYSHORE 

11.  BERNAL  HEIGHTS 

12.  SOUTH  CENTRAL 

13.  INGLESIDE 

14.  INNER  SUNSET 

15.  OUTER  SUNSET 


OF  HOUSING 


VACANCY  RATE* 

2.3% 

2.6% 

4.3% 

10.2% 

7.1  % 

5.2% 

3.0% 

3.8% 

5.9% 

4.1  % 

4.2% 

3.6% 

2.1  % 

1.8% 

2.6% 


* Structures  with  I or  more  units  including  hotels 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


•S'  4 


HOUSING  SURVEY  AREA 

L CXJTER  RICHMOND 

2.  RKXUOND 

3.  MARINA 

4.  RUSSIAN  HILL-NORTH  BEACH 

5.  DOWNTOWN 

6.  WESTERN  ADOnXIN 

7.  BUENA  VISTA 

8.  MISSION 

9.  WEST  OF  TWIN  PEAKS -SUNSET 

10.  POTRERO-BERNAL-BAYSHORE-OUTER  MISSION 

11.  SOUTH  OF  MARKET 


VACANCY  RATE* 
6.1% 

5.2% 

27% 

5.2% 

4.5% 

9.7% 

8.4% 

5.2% 

4.0% 

3.3% 

6.5% 
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•Sfructurt*  with  4 Or  mort  i*Wt»  excluding  hotels 


Soime  W Quoni  Rnl  Extot*  Report  1966 


SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


I 


HOUSING  SURVEY  AREA  VACANCY  RATE* 


1.  OUTER  RICHMOND  0.9% 

2.  INNER  RICHMOND  2.6% 

3.  MARINA-PACIFIC  HEIGHTS  1.2  % 

4.  NORTHEAST  1.3% 

5.  DOWNTOWN  5.3  % 

6.  WESTERN  ADDITION  2.0% 

7.  BUENA  VISTA-TWIN  PEAKS  2.5% 

8.  INNER  MISSION  1.6% 

9.  WEST  OF  TWIN  PEAKS-SUNSET  0.7% 

10.  POTRERO-BAYSHORE  2.8% 

11.  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  0.0% 

12.  BERNAL-OUTER  MISSION  0.7% 


•Structures  with  2 or  more  units  excluding  hotels 


4 

: SAN  FRANCISCO 


37 

Source:  Survey  of  Housing  Report  3 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


TABLE  9 

Vacancy  Rate  by  Unit  Type  by  Planning  District 


Number  of  Bedrooms 

1973 

Vacancy  Rates 
1969 

1966 

1.  RICHMOND 

Studio 

0% 

0.5%* 

6.7%^ 

One  Bedroom 

2.3 

1.3* 

5.3* 

Two  Bedrooms 

2.4 

2.5* 

7.1* 

Three+  Bedrooms 

7.5 

0* 

0.2* 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom  0 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

* Vacancy  rates  of  Outer  Richmond 
and  Inner  Richmond  combined. 

2.  MARINA 


Studio 

1.5 

1.1 

1.1 

One  Bedroom 

1.4 

0.3 

2.8 

Two  Bedrooms 

6.2 

4.0 

3.4 

Threet  Bedrooms 

1.2 

0 

25.5 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

0 

- 

- 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

7.1 

” 

— 

NORTHEAST 

Studio 

3.0 

0.9 

5.3 

One  Bedroom 

2.6 

0.6 

4.8 

Two  Bedrooms 

1.4 

1.2 

6.3 

Three+  Bedrooms 

0 

5.9 

7.3 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

7.2 

- 

- 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

8.2 

— 

— 

38 


Number  of  Bedrooms 

1973 

Vacancy 

1969 

Rates 

1966 

4 . DOWNTOWN 

Studio 

3.8% 

1.6% 

5.1% 

One  Bedroom 

2.5 

17.3 

3.3 

Two  Bedrooms 

7.9 

17.1 

0.7 

Three+  Bedrooms 

0 

- 

0 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

10.7 

- 

— 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

0 

— 

— 

5.  WESTERN  ADDITION 

Studio 

6.0 

2.9 

11.0 

One  Bedroom 

4.5 

1.8 

8.0 

Two  Bedrooms 

1.9 

1.1 

11.7 

Three+  Bedrooms 

4.6 

1.0 

22.5 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

8.1 

— 

- 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

-- 

-- 

— 

6.  BUENA  VISTA 
Studio 
One  Bedroom 
Two  Bedrooms 
Three+  Bedrooms 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 
One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 


6.5 


2.6 


0.2 

4.4 


0 


See 

CENTRAL 

DISTRICT 
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Number  of  Bedrooms 

Vacancy  Rates 
1973  1969  1966 

7. 

CENTRAL 

Studio 

5.2% 

7.3%* 

5.1% 

One  Bedroom 

1.4 

1.4* 

9.6* 

Two  Bedrooms 

0.1 

1.6* 

7.8* 

Three+  Bedrooms 

0.2 

1.7* 

0* 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

- 

— 

- 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

- 

- 

- 

*Vacancy  rates  of  Buena  Vista- 

Twin  Peaks 

8. 

MISSION 

Studio 

6.5 

1.5* 

6.7* 

One  Bedroom 

1.6 

2.0* 

5.6* 

Two  Bedrooms 

1.1 

0* 

2.9* 

Three+  Bedrooms 

0 

2.5* 

5.0* 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

20.2 

- 

-- 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

0 

- 

— 

*Vacancy  rates  of  Inner  Mission 

9. 

SOUTH  OF  MARKET 

Studio 

11.4 

/ 

3.3 

One  Bedroom 

1.9 

\ 

8.0 

/ 0 

Two  Bedrooms 

3.4 

1 

0 

Three+  Bedrooms 

0 

12.4 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

11.8 

- 

- 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

3.8 

— 

— 
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Number  of  Bedrooms 


Vacancy  Rates 
1973 1969  1966 


10.  SOUTH  BAYSHORE 


Studio  0% 

One  Bedroom  17 . 0 

Two  Bedrooms  4 . 0 

Three+  Bedrooms  0 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 
One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 


See 

SOUTH 

CENTRAL 

DISTRICT 


11.  BERNAL  HEIGHTS 

Studio  0 

One  Bedroom  20 . 7 

Two  Bedrooms  0 

Three+  Bedrooms  0 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 
One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 


See 

SOUTH 

CENTRAL 

DISTRICT 


12.  SOUTH  CENTRAL 


Studio 

0 

0%* 

0.1%* 

One  Bedroom 

0 

3.8* 

2.9** 

Two  Bedrooms 

5.3 

0.5* 

6.7** 

Three+  Bedrooms 

0.3 

0.5* 

0** 

0 Bedroom;  no 

Kitchen/Bathroom 

0 

— 

— 

One+  Bedroom; 

no  Kitchen/Bath 

— 

— 

— 

*Vacancy  rates  of  Potrero-Bayshore 
and  Bernal-Outer  Mission  combined 

**Vacancy  rates  of  Potrero-Bernal- 
Bayshore-Outer  Mission 
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Number  of  Bedrooms 


Vacancy  Rates 
1973  1969  1966 


INGLE SIDE 

Studio 

0% 

One  Bedroom 

0 1 

\ See 

Two  Bedrooms 

2.0 

/ OUTER 

\ SUNSET 

Threet  Bedrooms 

0.4 

1 DISTRICT 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

1 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

— 

INNER  SUNSET 

Studio 

0 1 

One  Bedroom 

3.1  \ 

] See 

Two  Bedrooms 

0 ^ 

/ OUTER 

\ SUNSET 

Three+  Bedrooms 

0 

DISTRICT 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

( 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

— 

OUTER  SUNSET 

Studio 

0 ; 

L.2%*  0.: 

One  Bedroom 

2.9  ( 

3.9*  5.1 

Two  Bedrooms 

0 ( 

3.2*  2.; 

Threet  Bedrooms 

- 

0*  1.  ■ 

0 Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bathroom 

- 

-- 

One+  Bedroom;  no  Kitchen/Bath 

— 

__ 

*Vacancy  rates  of  West  of 
Twin  Peaks-Sunset 


Based  on  structure  type,  the  overall  vacancy  rate  of 
apartment  units  was  lower  than  units  in  combined  commercial 
and  residential  structures:  2.3  percent  for  the  former  and 

4.5  percent  for  the  latter.  By  district,  the  highest  vacancy 
rate  of  apartment  units  and  units  in  combined  use  structures^ 
being  5.0  percent  and  11.8  percent  respectively,  were  both 
recorded  in  South  of  Market--the  district  with  the  highest 
overall  vacancy  rate. 

General  Characteristics  of  Structures  and  Units  by  Planning 
Districts 


A high  concentration  of  one-bedroom  units,  totaling 
37.8  percent  of  all  the  units  covered  by  the  survey,  was 
found  in  most  of  the  15  planning  districts.  This  was  particu- 
larly true  in  the  Northeast,  Marina,  Richmond  and  Western 
Addition,  which  altogether  contain  57  percent  of  all  the  one- 
bedroom  units  in  the  city.  Hotel  room  and  studio  units  were 
predominant  in  the  Downtown  district,  where  they  accounted 
for  four  out  of  every  five  units.  Among  these  small  units, 

61  percent  were  without  kitchen  and/or  bathroom  facilities, 
located  in  the  residential  hotels , a distinguishing  charac- 
teristic of  Downtown.  Three  other  districts  were  similar  to 
Downtown  in  this  respect:  Northeast,  Mission  and  South  of 

Market.  More  than  one-third  of  the  units  in  Northeast  and 
Mission  were  either  studio  or  hotel  rooms,  about  equally 
divided  between  them.  In  South  of  Market,  more  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  units  were  either  studio  or  hotel  rooms, 

70  percent  of  this  proportion  being  the  latter.  There  was 
a relatively  small  number  of  units  in  these  four  districts 
that  contained  one  and  more  bedrooms , yet  lacked  any  kitchen 
and/or  bathroom  facilities . 

The  survey  indicated  that  more  than  half  of  all  the 
two-bedroom  units  were  distributed  in  the  Richmond,  North- 
east, Mission  and  Western  Addition  districts.  The  highest 
proportion  of  two-bedroom  units  was  found  in  Bernal  Heights 
and  Ingleside. 

Half  of  all  the  three-and-more-bedroom  units  were  dis- 
tributed among  Northeast,  Western  Addition,  Mission  and 
South  Bayshore.  Of  these  planning  districts.  South  Bayshore 
had  the  most  significant  portion  (50  percent)  of  its  housing 
stock  in  three  bedrooms;  the  rest  had  less  than  10  percent 
of  the  respective  housing  stock  in  three  bedrooms.  Also 
80  percent  of  the  3+  bedroom  units  in  South  Bayshore  were 
located  in  piiblic  housing  projects. 

Of  all  the  units  covered  by  the  survey,  37.8  percent 
were  built  in  the  pre-1920s  period.  The  distribution  of 
these  old  pre-1920  units  corresponded  with  the  pattern  of 
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growth  of  the  city.  Districts  like  Downtown,  South  of  Market, 
Mission  and  Northeast,  the  older  parts  of  the  city,  had  a 
range  of  40  percent  to  63  percent  of  the  units  in  the  dis- 
tricts constructed  in  the  pre-20s  period.  Altogether,  in 
these  four  districts  two-thirds  of  all  the  pre-20s  units 
recorded  in  the  survey  were  found.  Outer  Sunset  and  Bernal 
Heights  registered  no  pre-20s  units. 

The  south  and  soutwestern  portions  of  the  city,  i.e.. 

Inner  Sunset  and  Outer  Sunset,  South  Bay shore  and  Central 
districts  had  a range  of  36  percent  to  54  percent  of  the 
units  built  in  the  1960s  and  1970s.  However,  it  was  Richmond, 
Central  and  Northeast  districts  which  had  the  higher  concen- 
tration of  units  completed  in  the  last  13  years. 

In  other  words.  Northeast  was  the  district  with  a mix 
of  old  as  well  as  new  dwelling  units  and  (as  indicated  later) 
a mix  of  high  and  low  rentals,  characterizing  the  diverse 
features  of  the  different  neighborhoods  in  that  district. 

The  distribution  of  pre-1920s  units  corresponded  also 
with  concentration  of  hotel  units  and  studio  units.  However, 
this  did  not  preclude  the  fact  that  46.5  percent  of  the  pre-20s 
units  were  of  one  and  more  bedrooms  located  in  apartments  and 
mixed-use  residential  structures. 

Most  of  the  units  surveyed  were  in  the  rental  range  of 
$100  to  $200.  In  Richmond,  Marina,  Northeast,  Central, 
Ingleside,  Inner  Sunset  and  Outer  Sunset,  most  of  their 
units  in  multi-family  structures  fell  into  the  upper  half  of 
the  range,  i.e.,  $150-$200;  while  in  Downtown,  Buena  Vista, 
Mission  and  Bernal  Heights  most  of  the  units  were  under  the 
lower  half  of  the  range,  i.e.,  $100-$149.  Western  Addition 
demonstrated  a relatively  even  distribution  of  units  under 
the  range  of  $100-$200.  This  may  be  due  to  the  effects  of 
the  urban  renewal  program  and  the  Federal  subsidized  housing 
projects.  About  one-third  of  the  units  in  South  of  Market 
and  Downtown  were  rented  for  less  than  $80.  Public  housing 
units,  where  no  rent  was  indicated,  were  registered  in  11  of 
the  15  districts  and  were  mainly  in  South  Bayshore,  South  of 
Market,  Western  Addition  and  Northeast.  In  the  Richmond, 

Marina  and  Northeast,  the  very  high  rentals  in  the  city  were 
recorded.  They  totaled  82  percent  of  all  the  units  rented 
for  $300  and  more. 

Vacancy  Profile  by  Individual  Planning  Districts 

1 . Richmond 

The  1973  vacancy  rate  for  Richmond  at  2.4  percent  was 
higher  than  1969's  (1.5  percent),  yet  lower  than  1966's 
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(5.6  percent).  Within  the  district,  higher  vacancy  was 
recorded  in  relatively  newer  units  completed  in  the  1960s 
and  1970s.  In  fact,  55  percent  of  all  vacant  units  in  this 
district  were  built  in  the  1960s  and  1970s.  This  applied 
to  vacant  units  with  three  and  more  bedrooms  as  well  as 
those  with  one  to  two  bedrooms . There  was  no  vacancy 
recorded  among  studio  units.  Richmond  had  the  highest 
vacancy  rate  of  three- and-mo re-bedroom  units  in  the  city, 

7.5  percent.  These  large-size  units  were  located  in  struc- 
tures completed  in  the  1970s  and  they  rented  for  $300  and 
more.  The  vacancy  of  one-  and  two-bedroom  units  was  rela- 
tively low,  being  2.3  percent  and  2.4  percent  respectively. 
Most  of  these  vacant  units  were  built  in  the  1960s  and  rents 
of  around  $200  were  asked. 

The  vacancy  rate  of  three-and-more-bedroom  units  had 
definitely  increased  between  this  survey  and  the  surveys  of 
1969  and  1966.  In  the  previous  two  surveys,  no  vacant 
three+  bedroom  unit  was  recorded.  In  fact,  except  studio 
units , vacancy  rates  for  the  other  unit  types  have  increased 
between  this  survey  and  the  last  two  surveys.  However,  it 
should  be  noted  that  these  were  new  units  and  may  be  awaiting 
occupancy. 

As  noted,  in  the  Richmond  district,  a significant  number 
of  high-rental  units  of  $300  and  more  were  available.  In 
fact,  this  represented  14.4  percent  of  the  city's  total  of 
units  renting  for  $300  and  more.  This  concentration  of  high- 
rent  units  was  not  recorded  in  the  1969  survey  nor  in  the 
1966  survey. 

The  duration  of  vacancy  varied  with  the  rent  levels . 

Units  renting  for  $174  and  less  had  a duration  of  less  than 
one  month.  As  the  rent  went  higher,  more  units  had  been 
vacant  from  one  to  two  months.  All  in  the  $300-$399  range 
had  been  vacant  for  more  than  two  months.  Another  observa- 
tion is  that  vacant  apartment  units  which  accepted  children 
had  tended  to  be  vacant  for  more  than  two  months . 

2 . Marina 

The  vacancy  rate  of  Marina  was  2.1  percent  for  1973, 
higher  than  the  1969  vacancy  rate  of  1.2  percent  but  lower 
than  the  1966  rate  of  2.7  percent.  Within  the  district,  the 
vacancy  rate  for  two-bedroom  units  (6.2  percent)  was  higher 
than  in  1969  (4.0  percent)  or  1966  (3.4  percent).  In  this 
it  was  second  only  to  the  Downtown  district  and  well  above 
the  city's  2.1  percent.  This  vacancy  rate  was  also  in  con- 
trast with  the  low  rates  of  zero-,  one-  and  three-plus- 
bedroom  units.  Most  of  the  vacant  two-bedroom  units  were 
in  buildings  completed  during  the  1950s  and  1960s,  and 
rents  of  $250  to  $300  were  asked.  In  1969,  vacant  two-bedroom 
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units  rented  for  $150-$250.  Vacancy  rate  of  three-plus 
bedroom  units,  which  dropped  from  25.5  percent  in  1966  to 
zero  percent  in  1969,  has  risen  again  to  1.2  percent  in 
1973.  Most  of  these  large  units  were  completed  in  the 
1960s  and  are  renting  for  $400  and  more. 

A high  vacancy  rate  of  7.1  percent  was  also  recorded 
among  the  very  old  and  probably  deficient  units  built  in  the 
pre-1920s  period;  these  units  contained  one  and  more  bedrooms 
but  lacked  kitchen  and/or  bathroom  facilities.  While  most  of 
these  units  were  rented  for  $90  to  $99,  the  number  of  these 
units  was  only  201,  as  compared  with  the  466  units  in  North- 
east and  663  in  South  of  Market. 

As  recorded  in  the  survey,  Marina  consisted  of  one-third 
of  the  city's  total  4,474  units  rented  for  $300  and  more. 

This  concentration  is  second  only  to  Northeast  district. 

The  vacancy  rate  was  high  for  units  renting  for  $300  to  $399 
at  7.0  percent;  however,  the  vacancy  rate  of  units  for  $400 
and  more  was  1.5  percent. 

The  vacancy  rate  was  higher  for  units  accepting  children 
(4.3  percent)  than  for  units  not  accepting  children  (1.8  per- 
cent) . As  a matter  of  fact,  about  64  percent  of  all  the 
units  in  the  Marina  did  not  accept  children. 

Duration  of  vacancy  was  mostly  less  than  one  month, 
except  those  very  old  and  probably  deficient  units  rented 
under  $99 — they  had  been  vacant  for  more  than  two  months. 

3 . Northeast 


Although  the  overall  vacancy  rate  of  the  Northeast 
district  was  3.2  percent,  the  vacancy  rate  of  7.2  percent 
among  the  single-room  units  lacking  kitchen  and/or  bathroom 
facilities  was  very  high.  Almost  all  of  these  units  were 
located  in  residential  hotels  and  rooming  houses  built 
before  1920,  renting  for  $70  to  $99. 

There  were  also  a small  number  (representing  1.8  per- 
cent of  the  total  district  stock)  of  older  units  which 
consisted  of  one  or  more  bedrooms,  but  which  lacked  either 
kitchen  or  bathroom  facilities.  The  vacancy  of  these  units 
was  expectedly  high  (8.2  percent) , even  higher  than  the 
rate  of  the  single-room  units  without  kitchen  and/or  bath- 
room facilities.  The  vacancy  rate  suggested  that  these 
units  were  so  deficient  as  to  be  unmarketable.  The  vacancy 
rates  of  the  remaining  unit  types — studio  through  three- 
plus  bedrooms — were  relatively  low. 

Slightly  more  than  one-third  of  all  units  renting  for 
$300  and  more  were  located  in  the  Northeast  district — the 
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highest  concentration  among  all  districts.  The  vacancy  rate 
of  these  units  was  high  (5.0  percent)  yet  lower  than  those 
of  Richmond  and  Marina.  These  units  were  mostly  built  in 
the  1960s  although  some  were  built  in  the  1920s. 

Similar  to  1966,  higher  vacancy  rates  occurred  at  either 
of  two  extremes  of  the  rental  range.  In  1966,  high  vacancy 
was  recorded  in  the  high  end  of  the  rental  spectrum;  in  1973, 
higher  vacancy  was  recorded  in  the  low  end  of  the  range. 

The  1973  survey  indicated  that  it  was  the  old  rather  than 
the  expensive  units  that  had  higher  possibility  of  being 
vacant . 

The  vacancy  rates  of  studio  through  two-bedroom  units 
have  increased  between  1969  and  1973,  though  the  1973  rates 
were  all  lower  than  1966 's.  However,  there  was  a very 
significant  decrease  in  the  vacancy  rates  of  three-plus- 
bedroom  units.  This  vacancy  rate  has  decreased  from  7.3  per- 
cent in  1966  to  5.9  percent  in  1969  and  to  zero  percent  in 
1973.  This  record  strongly  indicated  the  absorption  of 
large-size  units  in  the  district  where  the  demand  exceeded 
the  supply  for  these  larger  units.  An  increase  in  vacant 
studio  units  was  indicated,  from  0.9  percent  in  1969  to 
3.0  percent  in  1973.  In  fact,  among  all  districts.  Northeast 
contained  the  highest  number  of  studio  units  completed  in  the 
1960s. 

About  41  percent  of  the  units  in  Northeast  accepted 
children.  Generally,  the  vacancy  rate  of  these  units  was 
low,  except  those  units  in  combined  commercial  and  residen- 
tial structures.  The  units  in  this  latter  category  had  a 
vacancy  rate  of  6.0  percent. 

The  duration  of  vacancy  was  short,  i.e.,  less  than  one 
month  for  vacant  units  in  hotels  and  rooming  houses . How- 
ever, vacant  units  in  mixed-use  structures  and  those 
accepting  children  have  a longer  duration  of  vacancy,  i.e., 
more  than  two  months.  Vacant  units  renting  for  $200-$ 399 
also  had  a vacancy  duration  of  more  than  two  months. 

4 . Downtown 

Downtown  had  the  second  highest  district  vacancy  rate 
(7.4  percent)  in  1973,  higher  than  the  1969  rate  (5.3  percent) 
which  was  the  highest  rate  in  1969.  The  overall  high  vacancy 
is  maily  attributed  to  the  large  number  of  vacant  single- 
room units,  particularly  vacant  hotel  rooms  (totaling 
77  percent  of  the  district’s  vacant  units  at  a vacancy  rate 
of  10.7  percent). 

On  the  other  side,  vacant  studio  units  with  bathroom 
and  kitchen  facilities  (totaling  another  18  percent  of  the 
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district's  vacant  units)  were  located  in  the  newer  buildings 
completed  in  the  1960s  and  asked  rents  of  $125  to  $174,  which 
were  relatively  expensive  as  compared  with  the  accommodations 
offered  by  the  residential  hotels.  All  studio  units  built  in 
the  1970s  were  in  public  housing  projects;  no  vacancy  was 
recorded . 

Although  the  vacancy  rate  of  two-bedroom  units  was  high 
(7.9  percent),  the  small  number  (491  units)  of  this  type  of 
units  in  Downtown  made  the  rate  not  as  significant  as  that 
of  Marina  (at  6.2  percent)  which  had  more  than  four  times  the 
number  of  two-bedroom  units.  These  vacant  two-bedroom  units 
were  mostly  pre-20s,  now  renting  for  $175. 

Again,  no  vacancy  was  recorded  for  the  three-plus-bedroom 
units--which  occupied  only  0.5  percent  of  the  surveyed  stock 
in  Downtown. 

Sixty-eight  percent  of  the  units  surveyed  in  Downtown 
district  did  not  accept  children,  reflecting  the  inappropriate 
environment  for  family  living  in  the  area.  There  was  no  dif- 
ference in  vacancy  rate  between  the  units  accepting  children 
and  those  not  accepting  children. 

Except  for  the  vacant  two-bedroom  units,  all  vacancies 
were  less  than  one  month,  again  indicating  the  high  turnover 
rate  of  the  hotel  units.  The  vacant  two-bedroom  units  had 
been  left  empty  for  more  than  two  months . 

5.  Western  Addition 

The  overall  vacancy  rate  of  Western  Addition  was  4.7  per- 
cent, lying  in  the  middle  of  the  lower  vacancy  rate  of  1969 
(1.9  percent)  and  the  high  vacancy  rate  of  1966  (9.8  percent). 
As  noted  in  the  1969  Vacancy  Survey  report,  analysis  of  housing 
vacancy  in  this  district  had  to  take  into  consideration  urban 
renewal  activities.  The  relatively  higher  vacancy  rate  of 
1973  than  1969 's  could  be  explained  by  the  completion  of  more 
housing  projects  during  the  first  four  years,  and  the  fact 
that  the  households  living  in  units  serving  for  temporary 
relocation  purposes  have  moved  into  the  completed  projects. 

More  of  these  relocation  units  may  have  become  empty  awaiting 
for  redevelopment. 

High  vacancy  was  recorded  in  units  built  in  the  pre-1920s 
and  1930s  periods.  Over  half  the  units  surveyed  in  the  dis- 
trict fell  into  these  periods  of  construction.  Sixteen 
percent  of  all  units  in  the  district  were  built  in  the  1960s 
and  1970s.  Vacancy  rate  was  relatively  low  for  these  newer 
units . 
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The  highest  vacancy  rate  (8.1  percent)  occurred  in  hotel 
and  lodging-house  units  without  separate  kitchen  and/or  bath- 
room facilities,  particularly  among  those  rented  for  $90  to 
$99.  Nevertheless,  the  66  vacant  hotel  units  in  Western 
Addition  was  insignificant  as  compared  with  the  number  in 
Northeast  (342  units)  and  Downtown  (1,507  units)  districts. 

Thirty-eight  percent  of  the  district's  vacant  units  were 
studios  of  which  the  vacancy  rate  was  6.0  percent.  The  high 
vacancy  rate  was  constituted  mainly  of  the  older  units  of 
the  1920s  and  1940s.  Studio  units  built  in  the  1960s  and 
1970s  registered  a vacancy  rate  of  only  1.0  percent. 

In  Western  Addition,  about  41  percent  of  units  accepted 
children  without  any  condition,  while  another  44  percent  did 
not  accept  them  at  all.  The  vacancy  rate  did  not  reflect 
this  difference  in  children  policy. 

Vacant  hotel  units  in  Western  Addition,  unlike  those  of 
Northeast  and  Downtown,  were  more  likely  to  have  been  vacant 
for  more  than  two  months.  The  rentals  of  these  vacant  units 
were  either  lower  than  $70  or  between  $150  and  $250.  The 
redevelopment  activities  may  again  account  for  the  longer 
duration  of  vacancy--vacant  units  left  empty  awaiting 
redevelopment . 

6 . Buena  Vista 

Again,  the  old,  probably  deteriorated,  and  relatively 
cheap  studio  units  comprised  the  major  portion  of  vacant 
units  in  Buena  Vista.  Thirty-seven  percent  of  the  district's 
units  were  completed  before  1920  and  one-fourth  of  the  housing 
surveyed  was  in  studio  units. 

The  district's  highest  vacancy  rate  of  6.5  percent  was 
recorded  in  studio  units.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that 
the  Public  Housing  Authority  has  completed  a sizable  number 
of  studio  units  (252  units  as  covered  by  the  survey)  during 
the  past  three  years,  of  which  a low  vacancy  of  1.3  percent 
was  recorded. 

The  vacancy  rate  was  high  for  three-plus-bedroom  units 
(4.4  percent).  These  vacant,  large-size  units  again  repre- 
sented the  old  stock  built  in  the  pre-1920s  and  1930s 
period,  rented  for  around  $100-$ 175.  However,  the  total 
number  of  591  three-plus-bedroom  units  was  too  small  to 
carry  any  significant  implication. 
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7 . Central 


The  overall  vacancy  rate  in  Central  district  is  the 
second  lowest  among  all  15  planning  districts,  at  1.3  percent. 
Also,  as  contrasted  to  many  of  the  aforementioned  districts, 

38  percent  of  all  the  units  surveyed  in  this  district  were 
built  in  the  1960s  and  1970s. 

Studio  units  had  a vacancy  rate  of  5.2  percent,  much 
higher  than  the  other  unit  types.  These  were  mostly  30  to 
50  years  of  age,  renting  for  $125.  Since  the  total  number  of 
studio  units  in  this  district  is  small,  the  high  vacancy  rate 
was  not  as  significant  as  Downtown  or  Northeast  which  had 
lower  vacancy  rates. 

The  remaining  vacant  units,  amounting  to  a small  number, 
were  all  built  in  the  last  three  years  renting  for  $250  and 
more.  In  addition,  all  units  in  row  houses  covered  by  the 
survey  were  occupied. 

More  than  half  of  the  units  (56  percent)  did  not  accept 
children.  All  the  vacant  units  which  accept  children  had 
been  vacant  for  more  than  one  month.  All  of  the  remaining 
vacant  units  were  empty  for  less  than  one  month. 

8 . Mission 


Mission  had  the  third  highest  vacancy  rate  (5.7  percent) 
among  the  15  planning  districts.  Half  of  all  its  units  were 
built  before  1920,  and  most  of  the  vacant  units  were  found 
in  this  category. 

Single  room  hotel  units  occupied  the  major  portion  of 
the  vacant  units.  If  hotel  units  were  accounted  exclusively. 
Mission  had  the  highest  vacancy  rate  (20.8  percent)  of  hotel 
units  than  any  of  the  other  districts.  Expectedly,  these 
were  units  of  40  to  more  than  50  years  of  age,  and  they  were 
rented  for  about  $50-$69--lower  than  similar  type  units  in 
Downtown  or  Northeast.  Turnover  rate  was  high  among  these 
units,  with  the  duration  of  vacancy  mostly  less  than  one 
month. 

The  vacancy  rate  of  studio  units  was  also  high  (6.5  per- 
cent) . They  were  mainly  located  in  combined  commercial  and 
residential  structures.  Though  they  were  as  old  as  the  hotel 
units,  they  were  rented  for  $100-$150.  However,  since  most 
of  these  units  had  been  vacant  for  more  than  two  months,  it 
may  be  inferred  that  they  were  less  competitive  than  hotel 
units . 

The  demand  for  large-size  family-oriented  units  was 
again  reflected  by  the  vacancy  rates  in  this  district.  The 
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two-bedroom  units  had  a vacancy  rate  as  low  as  1.1  percent; 
in  addition,  no  vacancy  was  recorded  among  the  three-plus 
bedroom  units . 

Less  than  one-third  (30  percent)  of  all  the  units  did 
not  accept  children — and  even  two-thirds  of  all  hotel  units 
accepted  children.  The  overall  vacancy  profile  revealed 
that  there  was  demand  for  housing  for  family  households. 

In  every  three  vacant  units  found  in  apartments  and  combined 
use  structures,  only  one  would  welcome  family  households. 
However,  in  every  five  vacant  hotel  units,  four  would  be 
rented  for  families.  The  duration  of  vacancy  of  all  unoc- 
cupied units  was  mostly  less  than  one  month,  particularly 
among  the  hotel  units . 

9 . South  of  Market 

South  of  Market  had  the  highest  district  vacancy  rate 
(7.5  percent)  recorded  in  the  1973  survey.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  number  of  units  covered  by  the  survey  in  this 
district  represented  only  3.1  percent  of  the  total  sampled 
units.  In  reality,  the  high  vacancy  rate  of  South  of  Market 
would  not  be  as  significant  as  that  of  Downtown  which  con- 
tained 17.8  percent  of  the  total  sampled  units  and  whose 
vacancy  rate  was  7.4  percent.  The  relatively  small  sample 
reflected  the  overall  nonresidential  characteristics  of  this 
district. 

About  46  percent  of  all  units  in  South  of  Market  were 
completed  before  1920,  where  the  major  portion  of  vacant  units 
were  recorded.  Vacancy  rate  was  high  for  one-room  units, 
regardless  of  availability  of  separate  kitchen  and/or  bath- 
room facilities.  Those  lacking  kitchen  and/or  bathroom 
facilities  were  renting  for  $50-$59 — the  lowest  rental  for 
a hotel  room  unit  in  South  of  Market.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  vacant  studios  would  be  rented  for  $90-$99--the  highest 
rental  for  a studio  in  the  district. 

Almost  half  of  the  units  in  South  of  Market  did  not 
accept  children.  Higher  vacancy  rate  and  longer  vacancy 
duration  were  recorded  among  units  which  accepted  children. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  apartment  units  of  the  public 
housing  projects  in  this  district  had  very  low  vacancy  rates, 
and  no  vacancy  was  recorded  among  the  small  number  of  three- 
plus-bedroom  units. 

10 . South  Bayshore 

The  vacancy  rate  of  South  Bayshore  was  4.7  percent, 
ranking  fourth  place  among  the  15  districts.  The  sample 
size,  however,  was  small,  almost  nine  times  smaller  than 
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the  sample  size  of  Western  Addition,  which  had  the  same 
vacancy  rate  of  4.7  percent.  All  units  accepted  children. 
Sixty  percent  of  the  units  surveyed  were  in  public  housing 
projects  completed  in  the  late  1950s  and  early  1960s;  no 
vacancy  was  recorded. 

Most  of  the  vacant  units  were  of  one  bedroom  of  20  to 
30  years  of  age  and  were  renting  for  $100  to  $124.  The 
remaining  vacant  units  were  of  two  bedrooms  renting  for 
$150-$199. 

Despite  the  relatively  low  rents  for  one-  and  two- 
bedroom  units  in  this  district,  most  were  vacant  for  more 
than  two  months . 

11 . Bernal  Heights 

Before  analyzing  the  vacancy  rate  for  Bernal  Heights, 
it  should  be  noted  that  the  smallest  sample  (0.7  percent  of 
the  total  sampled  units)  was  drawn  on  this  district. 

Although  the  overall  vacancy  of  3.9  percent  was  not 
significant,  the  vacancy  rate  for  one-bedroom  units  was  very 
high  (20.7  percent).  In  fact,  all  vacant  units  recorded  in 
Bernal  Heights  were  of  one  bedroom.  Almost  four-fifths  of 
these  were  located  in  public  housing  projects  completed 
during  the  1950s.  The  duration  of  vacancy  was  less  than 
one  month.  Nevertheless,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  total 
40  vacant  units  recorded  in  this  district  represented  only 
0.7  percent  of  the  total  number  of  vacant  units  recorded 
for  the  city. 

About  four-fifths  of  the  units  surveyed  in  this  district 
accepted  children. 

12 . South  Central 

South  Central  had  a low  vacancy  rate  of  2.0  percent. 
Vacant  units  were  mainly  two  bedrooms,  completed  in  the  last 
decade,  renting  for  $200-$249.  In  fact,  one-third  of  the 
units  surveyed  were  completed  in  the  last  13  years.  About 
three- fifths  of  the  units  accepted  children. 

13.  Ingleside 

Ingleside  had  the  lowest  vacancy  rate  recorded  in  the 
1973  survey;  it  was  1.1  percent.  It  represented  less  than 
1 percent  of  the  city's  total  vacant  units. 

The  small  number  of  vacant  units  were  mostly  of  two 
bedrooms  completed  in  the  1950s,  now  renting  for  $200-$249 
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or  $300-$399.  These  vacant  units  have  been  empty  for  more 
than  two  months . 

The  district  also  registered  a very  high  acceptance  rate 
(86  percent)  of  children.  The  majority  of  these  units  are 
to  be  found  in  the  Park  Merced  and  Stonestown  apartment 
developments . 

14 . Inner  Sunset 


Inner  Sunset  had  a low  vacancy  rate  of  1.9  percent. 
Fifty- four  percent  of  the  units  surveyed  were  completed 
during  the  1960s  and  1970s.  In  fact,  no  other  district 
registered  a higher  percentage  of  units  of  this  age  bracket 
than  Inner  Sunset. 

The  vacant  units  were  also  of  this  age  bracket;  they 
were  one-bedroom  units  renting  for  $175-$200.  There  were 
more  vacant  units  which  would  accept  children  than  vacant 
units  not  accepting  children  in  the  proportion  of  13  to  1. 
Yet  only  one-third  of  all  the  units  in  Inner  Sunset  were 
opened  to  children.  This  observation  may  imply  the  overall 
demand  for  and  the  predominant  supply  of  units  for  single 
persons  or  childless  households. 

15 . Outer  Sunset 

Outer  Sunset  registered  a higher  vacancy  rate  of 
2.2  percent  than  Inner  Sunset.  More  than  one-third  of  the 
units  were  completed  in  the  1960s  and  1970s,  and  about  half 
of  the  units  did  not  accept  children. 

Similar  to  Inner  Sunset,  all  vacant  units  were  of  one 
bedroom.  However,  these  units  were  newer  (1970s)  and  of 
higher  rents  ($200-$250)  than  those  of  Inner  Sunset.  They 
were  also  apartment  units  opened  to  families  with  children. 
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THREE  OR  nORE  BEOROOH  UNITS 
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TOTAL  12772  313 

97  6 2 4 


AR  TOTAL 

0 213 

213 

277  3419 

3142 

0 789 

789 


39 

12 

23 

0 


351  13436 

13J185 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 

I920S 

PRE20S 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

16  0 
1 00  0 0 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 
1 TOTAL 
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•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

96  0 

100  0 0. 


100  0 

397 
100  0 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

319  0 

100  0 0 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

260  0 
100  0 0 
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THREE  OR  HORE  BEOROOH  UNITS  RICHHONO  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


RiCHHOND  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

ns-  S3  0 

100  0 0. 

250-  133  0 

100  0 0. 

300-  354  S3 

869  13,1 

400*  92  0 

100  0 0 

AR  23  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  655  53 

92  5 7 5 


AR 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 


70-79 
90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200- 
250  - 
300  - 
400« 
AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

16  0 
100.0  0, 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

70-79  16  0 

100  0 0 

90-99  229  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  246  0 

100  0 0 


AR  TOTAL 

0 16 

16 

0 229 

229 

0 246 

246 
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TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BT  RENTAL 

range  and  decade  of  construction 

TOP  ROU  IS  NUI1BER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


I960  S 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

250- 

300- 

400> 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 
187  23 


461 
100  0 

824 

98.5 

1191 

94  4 

325 
96  4 

23 

100  0 
12 

100  0 


I970  S 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


I950  S 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


200- 

250- 

300- 

TOIAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

80  0 

100  0 0 

53  0 

100  0 0 

27  53 

33  3 66  7 

160  53 

75  0 25  0 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

90-99  26  0 

100  0 0 

150-  247  0 

100  0 0 

175-  277  0 

100  0 0. 

200-  227  12 

95  0 5.0 

total  777  12 

98  5 1 5 


AR  TOTAL 


0 26 

0 26 

0 247 

0 247 

0 277 

0 277 


239 

239 
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1940'S 


100- 
125- 
ISO- 
175- 
200- 
250  - 
300  - 
TOrAL 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

35  0 

100  0 0 

166  0 

100  0 0. 

50  0 

100  0 -0. 


100  0 0. 

48  0 

100,0  0. 

106  0 

100  0 0 

27  0 

100.0  0 

781  0 

100  0 0. 


RICHHONO  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


1920'S 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

70-79  16  0 

100  0 0 

IDO-  102  0 

100,0  0. 

125-  476  0 

100  0 0. 

150-  601  0 

100.0  0, 

175-  788  23 

97  I 2.9 

200-  538  0 

100  0 0 

250-  78  0 

100  0 0. 

AR  239  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  2839  23 

99.2  .8 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


AR 

0 

0. 

0 

0. 


4 480 

.9  476 

0 601 

0.  601 

0 81! 

0.  811 

8 546 

1.5  538 


1930'S 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


PRE  1920'S 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

250- 

300- 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

70  0 

100  0 0. 

383  0 

100  0 0. 

131  0 

100  0 0. 

596  12 

98  0 2 0 

404  12 

97  I 2,9 


100  0 
80 

100  0 


0 168 
0 168 

39  ' 2320 
17  2281 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

229  0 

100  0 0. 

80  0 

100  0 0 

514  0 

100  0 0. 

410  0 

100.0  0 

197  23 
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*U  DECODES  SURVEYED 


RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

70-T9  16  0 

100  0 0 

90  99  326  0 

100  0 0 

too-  651  0 

100  0 0 

125-  1645  23 

98  6 14 

150-  2391  39 

98  4 1 6 

175-  3130  71 

97  8 2 2 

200-  2623  114 

95  8 4 2 

250-  689  12 

98  3 1 7 

300-  498  53 

90  3 9 7 

400<  92  0 

100  0 0 

AR  711  0 

100  0 0 

total  12772  313 

97  6 2 4 


AR  TOTAL 

0 16 
0 16 


0 


4 1673 

2 1669 


12  2442 

5 2430 


4 705 

6 701 


0 711 

0 711 


351 
2 7 


1 3436 
13085 
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TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BT  TYPE 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR"  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4  RICHMOND  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 
0 BDR  1133  0 24  1157 


100  0 


1133 


BOR  6824  162 

97,7  23 


2 BOR  3914  98 

97  6 2 4 


101 


4113 


4012 


3.  BOR  655  53 

92  5 7.5 


0 708 

708 


OB/K  246 
100  0 


0 


0 246 

246 


TOTAL  12772  313  351 

97  6 2 4 
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ONE  6EDR00N  UNITS 


NARINA  DISTRICT 


TABLE  Cl 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  914  0 

100  0 0 

I950S  164  0 

100  0 0 

I940S  632  0 

100  0 0 

I930S  1866  47 

97.5  25 

I920S  2870  14 

99  5 5 

PRE20S  1523  56 

96  4 3 6 


AR  TOTAL 

0 914 

914 


0 

0 

0 

52 

0 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


AR  399 

100.0 


TOTAL  8368 
98  6 


52  8538 

8486 


STUDIO  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  257  8 

97  2 2 8 

I950S  70  0 

100  0 0 

I940S  179  0 

100  0 0 

I930S  1551  14 

99  I 9 

I920S  1617  48 

97  I 2 9 

PRE20S  820  0 

100  0 0 

AR  101  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  4594  70 

98  5 15 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


I960S 

I950S 

I940S 

I930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

506  62 

89  0 I I 0 

42  28 

59  9 40  I 

85  0 

100  0 0 

637  42 

93  7 6 3 

225  0 

100  0 0 

472  0 

100  0 0 

56  0 


100  ( 


MARINA  DISTRICT 
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THREE  OR  nORE  BEOROOH  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  59  4 

94.0  60 

I950S  28  0 

100.0  0 

I930S  51  0 

100  0 0 

1920S  136  5 

96  7 3.3 

PRE20S  430  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  705  8 

98.8  1,2 


HARINA  DISTRICT 


OTHER  UNITS  without  BATH/K  I TCHEN 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

PRE20S  187  14 

92.9  71 

TOTAL  187  14 

92.9  7.1 


MARINA  DISTRICT 

AR  TOTAL 

0 201 

201 

0 20  1 

201 


residential  rooms 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

PRE20S  331  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  331  0 

100  0 0 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

1960S  1736  74  0 1809 

95  9 41  1809 

1950S  305  28  0 333 

91  5 85  333 

1940S  896  0 0 896 

100  0 0 896 

1930S  4105  104  5 4214 

97  5 2 5 4209 

1920S  4848  67  52  4966 

98  6 14  4915 

PRE20S  3763  71  0 3834 

98  2 18  3834 

AR  556  0 0 556 

100  0 0 556 

TOTAL  16208  344  56  16608 

97  9 21  16552 
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TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BT  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  UNIT  TYPE 

TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OP  UNITS.  BOTTOM 

ROW  IS  percentage  for  each  entry 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200  - 
250- 
300  - 
AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

426  0 

100  0 0 

552  0 

100  0 0 


968 
100  0 


96  7 

245 
100  0 


AR 


0 

33 


19 

0 


0 

52 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

96  0 

100  0 0 


100  0 
1534 


430 

95  8 

208 

96  5 

5 

100  0 

208 
100  0 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

141  0 

100.0  0. 

254  0 

100  0 0. 

141  14 

90.7  93 

700  57 

92  5 7 5 

543  62 

89  8 102 
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three  or  more  bedroom  units 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

150-  169  0 

100  0 0 

300-  33  0 

100.0  0 

400*  446  8 

93  I 19 

AR  56  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  705  8 

98  8 1.2 


AR 

0 

0 


0 

0 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


other  UNITS  NITHOUT  BATH/K  I TCHEN 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

90-99  187  14 

92  9 7.1 

TOTAL  187  14 

929  7.1 


MARINA  DISTRICT 

total 


residential  rooms 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


MAIUNA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

80-89  259  0 

100  0 0 

100-  58  0 

100  0 0 

125-  14  0 

100  0 0 

total  331  0 

100  0 0 


70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 

125- 


OCCDPO  VACANT 

98  0 

100.0  0 

259  Q 

100  0 0 

201  14 

93  3 6 7 
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1950'S 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

250- 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

26  0 

100  0 0 

42  0 

100  0 0 

85  0 

100  0 0 

93  0 

100.0  0. 

28  28 

50  0 50  0 


AR  TOTAL 


0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0. 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


300-  28  0 

100.0  0. 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TOTAL  305  28 

91,5  8.5 


960'S 


175- 

200- 

250- 

300- 

400< 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

252  0 

100.0  0 


93.8 

159 
82  5 

106 
96  6 

1736 
95  9 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


I940  S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

150-  84  0 

100  0 0 

200-  299  0 

100  0 0 

250-  182  0 

100  0 0 

300-  301  0 

1 00  0 0 

400.  29  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  896  0 

100  0 0 


MARINA  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 
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nARINA  DISTRICT 


KARINA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT 
98  0 

too  0 0. 


478 


97  1 

303 

98  5 

140 
83  3 

51 

100  0 
351 

too  0 


80-89 

90-99 


OCCUPD  VACANT 
259  0 


100  0 

201 
93  3 

283 
100  0 

670 

100.0 

404 

100.0 

562 
95  2 

479 

100.0 

343 

92.4 

108 

100.0 

200 

100.0 

254 
100  0 


NARINA  DISTRICT 


ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


NARINA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

414  0 

100  0 0 


454 
93  I 

955 
100  0 

385 
100  0 

84 

too  0 

164 
97  2 

201 


70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

98  0 

100  0 0 

259  0 

100.0  0 

201  14 

93.3  6.7 


753 
100  0 
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TABLE  CA 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4 


MARINA  DISTRICT 


0 BDR 

1 BDR 

2 BDR 
3.  BDR 
0-B/X 

■ B/X 

total 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


100  0 

IBT 
92  9 


16208  344 

97  9 2 1 
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NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 


TABLE  Cl 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUnBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR‘  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  4 0 

100  0 0 

I960S  1276  36 

97.3  2.7 

1950S  279  0 

100.0  0 

1940S  578  0 

100.0  0 

1930S  2173  58 

97  4 2.6 

1920S  2464  89 

96.5  35 

PRE20S  3595  59 

98.4  16 

AR  456  45 

91  0 9.0 

TOTAL  10826  287 

97.4  26 


STUDIO  UNITS 


NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I970S  85  2 

97  9 2.1 

I960S  550  5 

99  I 9 

I950S  44  0 

100  0 0 

I940S  155  0 

tOO.O  0. 

I930S  263  58 

81  8 18  2 

I920S  1018  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  1707  35 

98  0 2 0 

AR  263  25 

91  3 8 7 

TOTAL  4086  125 

97  0 3 0 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

1960S  780  17  5 802 

97  8 2 2 798 

1950S  426  0 0 426 

100  0 0.  426 

1930S  532  0 0 532 

100  0 0 532 

1920S  1094  50  68  1212 

956  4.4  1144 

PRE20S  1661  0 27  1687 

100  0 0 1661 

AR  143  0 0 143 

100  0 0 143 

TOTAL  4635  67  99  4801 

986  1.4  4702 
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OTHER  UNITS  NITHOUT  BATH/lt  1 TCHEN 


northeast  district 


THREE  OR  MORE  BEOROOH  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 
I960S  208  0 

too  0 0 

I950S  220  0 

100  0 0 

1940S  53  0 

100  0 0 

I930S  159  0 

100  0 0 

I920S  357  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  267  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  1264  0 

100  0 0 


northeast  district 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I930S  90  0 

100.0  0 

PRE20S  337  38 

89  B 10  2 

TOTAL  428  38 

918  8 2 


AR 


0 

0 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


northeast  district 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 


I960S 

I950S 

I930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  vacant 

19  0 

100  0 0 

158  45 

77  8 22  2 

348  0 

100  0 0 


AR 


0 

0 

135 

0 

135 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  88  2 

98  0 2.0 

1960S  2834  58 

98  0 2 0 

I950S  1127  45 

96  2 3 8 

1940S  787  0 

100  0 0 

1930S  3565  117 

96  8 3.2 

1920S  4989  139 

97  3 2.7 

PRE20S  10154  298 

97  1 2 9 

AR  2091  201 

91  2 8 8 

TOTAL  25635  860 

96  8 3 2 


AR 

0 


80 

95 

181 


0 


370 
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TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  UNIT  TYPE 

TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

■AR‘  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 


80-89 
90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200  - 
250  - 
300- 
PUBLIC 
AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

66  0 
100.0  0 


2882 

97.1 

2583 


96  3 

725 
96  8 


0 599 

599 

0 138 

138 

0 337 

337 

89  11202 

11113 


NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

191  0 

100  0 0 


PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


598 

97  9 

25 

100  0 

106 
100  0 

140 
99  3 

87 

98  9 

352 

99  5 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

55  0 

1 00  0 0 


71 


other  units  without  BATH/KITCHEN 


northeast  district 


three  or  hore  beorooh  units 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

100-  27  0 

100  0 0 

125-  106  0 

100  0 0 

150-  204  0 

100  0 0 

175-  8’  0 

100  0 0 

200-  159  0 

too  0 0 

250-  126  0 

100  0 0 

400<  190  0 

100  0 0 

PUBLIC  220  0 

100  0 0. 

AR  151  0 

100  0 0. 

total  1264  0 

100  0 0 


NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 

AR  total 
0 27 


C 

0 

0 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


90-99  256  30 

89.5  10.5 


286 

286 


125-  172  8 

95  4 4.6 


180 

180 


TOTAL  428  38 

91  8 8.2 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


northeast  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

<50  2123  149 

93  4 6 6 

50-59  618  24 

96  2 3 8 

60-69  768  49 

94  0 6.0 

70-79  240  37 

86  7 13  3 

80-89  88  5 

94  6 5 4 

100-  232  45 

83  7 163 

200-  306  33 

90  4 9 6 

AR  23  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  4396  342 

92  8 7.2 


AR 


135 

0 

0 

0 

0 


135 


<50 
50-59 
60-69 
70-79 
80-89 
90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200- 
250- 
300  - 
400. 
PUBLIC 
AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


94.0 

240 

86.7 

345 
98  6 


97.9 

1054 
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northeast  district 


I960’S 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECi»D£  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

■AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

100-  ■ 19  0 

100  0 0 

125-  23  0 

100.0  0 

150-  109  3 

97.3  27 

175-  25  0 

100.0  0 

200-  352  5 

98.6  14 

250-  630  20 

97  0 3.0 

300-  846  22 

97  4 2 6 

400*  189  8 

95  9 4 1 

PUBLIC  166  0 

100  0 0. 

AR  475  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  2834  58 

98  0 2.0 


AR  TOTAL 

0 19 

0 19 


0 


0 112 
0.  112 


0 


25 

25 


0 357 

0.  357 


873 

868 


0 197 

0 197 


0 166 

0.  J66 

0 475 

0.  475 


2901 

2892 


I970  S 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

PUBLIC  88  2 

98  0 2 0 

TOTAL  88  2 

98  0 2 0 


northeast  district 
IR  TOTAL 


PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

158  45 

77  8 22.2 

82  0 

100  0 0 

81  0 

100  0 0 

68  0 

100  0 0. 

53  0 

100  0 0 

685  0 

100  0 0 

1127  45 

96  2 3 8 


NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 
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hortmeast  district 


northeast  district 


OCCUPD  »ACANT 

306  0 

100  0 0 

ISO  0 

100  C 0 

M3  0 

100  0 0 

188  0 

100  0 0 


T0-T9 

90-99 


97,7 

706 
99  3 

862 
94  0 


PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


northeast  district 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


100  0 
53 

100  0 

23 
100  C 

3565 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 


OCCUPD  VACANT 
1344  100 


393 
94  I 

523 
100  0 

184 
33  4 

345 
98  6 

409 
93  1 

548 
100  0 

2089 


98  9 

622 
97  9 

80 
75  0 

68 

100  0 
10154 


northeast  district 

AR  total 
0 M45 
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ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


northeast  district 


<50 
50-59 
60-69 
70-79 
80-89 
90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200  - 
250- 
300- 
400. 
PUBLIC 
AR 

total 


96.2 

768 
94  0 

240 
86  7 


4239 
98  I 

4 724 


96  6 
25635 


AR 

0 

0. 


0 


0 

0. 

37 

.9 

32 

.7 


0 

0. 

0 

0. 

370 


26864 

26495 


TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BT  TYPE 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4  NORTHEAST  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 
0 BDR  40B6  125  47  4258 


97  0 3 0 


421 


BDR  10826  287 

97  4 2 6 


89  11202 


III13 


2 BOR  4635  67 

98  6 14 


3<  BOR  1264 
100  0 


0 


0-B/X  4396  342 

92  8 7 2 


B/X 


428 


466 

466 


91  8 


TOTAL  25635  660 

96  8 3 2 


370  26864 

26495 
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ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


■Afi‘  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


I970S 

I960S 

I940S 

I930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

47  0 

100  0 0 

217  0 

100  0 0, 

15  0 

100  0 0 

97  0 

too  0 0 


AR 


STUDIO  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  149  0 

100.0  0 

I960S  498  52 

90  5 9 5 

I940S  185  12 

93  9 6 1 

1930S  880  21 

97  7 2 3 

I920S  2291  75 

96  8 3.2 

PRE20S  4406  185 

96  0 4 0 

AR  293  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  8703  345 

96.2  38 


AR 

0 

20 

0 

16 

172 

79 

2 

290 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  17  0 

100  0 0 

1940S  72  12 

85.7  14  3 

1930S  122  0 

100  0 0 

1920S  44  0 

100.0  0 

PRE20S  197  27 

88.1  11.9 

TOTAL  452  39 

92  1 7 9 


AR  TOTAL 

0 17 

17 

0 84 

84 

0 122 

122 

0 44 

44 

4 228 

224 

4 495 

491 
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THREE  OR  nORE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


DONNTOHN  DISTRICT 


other  units  NITHOUT  BATH/KITCHEN  OONNTONN  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

I930S  129  0 0 129 

100  0 0 129 

total  129  0 0 129 

100  0 0 129 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

PRE20S  no  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  no  0 

100  0 0 


residential  rooms 


DONNTONN  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


DONNTONN  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I940S  3 0 

100  0 0 

I930S  660  12 

98  2 IB 

I920S  1999  282 

87  6 12  4 

PRE20S  9522  1193 

88  9 III 

AR  453  20 

95  7 4 3 

total  12637  1507 

89  3 10  7 


AR  TOTAL 


0 672 

672 

102  2383 

2281 

706  11421 

10715 

37  510 

473 

844  14989 

14144 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  196  0 

100  0 0. 

1960S  732  52 

93.4  66 

1940S  276  24 

92.0  8 0 

1930S  1888  33 

98  3 1.7 

I920S  5264  375 

93  4 6 6 

PRE20S  15191  1445 

91  3 8 7 

AR  750  20 

97  4 2 6 

TOTAL  24296  1949 

92  6 7 4 


1180  27425 
26246 
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TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  UNIT  TYPE 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

90-99  98  0 

100  0 0. 

100-  125  12 

91  4 8 6 

1 25-  530  9 

98  4 1 6 

150-  375  14 

96  3 3 7 

175-  586  20 

96  8 3 2 

200-  369  4 

98  8 1.2 

PUBLIC  77  0 

100.0  0. 

AR  105  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  2265  59 

97  5 2 5 


AR 

0 


25 

0 

0 

0 

38 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 

TOTAL 


STUDIO  UNITS 


70-79 

90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

PUBLIC 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


968 
96  0 

380 
94  3 

459 
100  0 

266 
94  7 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


80-89 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200- 
250  - 
300- 
AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

80  0 

100  0 0 

25  0 

100  0 0 

44  0 

100  0 0 

110  27 

80  5 19  5 

85  0 

100  0 0 

17  0 

100  0 0 

3 0 

100  0 0 

90  12 

88  2 118 


452 
92  1 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 
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THREE  OR  nORE  BEDROON  UNITS 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


OTHER  UNITS  WITHOUT  B*TH/IUTCHEK 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  total 

90-99  80  00  80 

100  0 0 80 


125-  A9 

100  0 


49 

49. 


total  129 

100  0 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

60-69  100  0 0 100 

100.0  0 100 

80-89  4004 

100  0 0 4 

100-  6039 

100  0 0.  6 

TOTAL  110  0 3 113 

100  0 0 no 


RESIDENTIAL  R00I1S 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

IDO- 

125- 

150- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

579  0 

100  0 0 

1689  200 

89  4 10  6 

2780  297 

90.3  97 

2218  311 

87  7 12  3 

nil  352 

83  0 17  0 

911  114 

88  9 III 

1509  139 

91  6 8 4 

889  54 

94  3 5 7 

351  41 

89  6 10  4 

12637  1507 

89  3 10  7 


AR 

33 


37 

53 

32 

73 

49 

563 

0 

844 


<50 
50-59 
60-69 
70-79 
80-89 
90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200  - 
250- 
300  - 
PU8LIC 
AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

579  0 

100.0  0. 

1689  200 

89  4 10  6 

2880  297 


454  4 

99.0  I 0 

n 0 

100.0  0 

3 0 

100,0  0 


461  27 

94  5 5.5 


24296  1949 

92,6  74 


1180  27425 

26246 


80 


1960'S 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


TABLE  C3 


150- 
175- 
200  - 
250- 


300  32  0 332 

90  4 96  0 332 

198  20  20  238 

90  8 92  92  218 

217  0 0 217 

TOO  0 0_  0 217 

17  0 0 17 

100.0  0 0,  17 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


TOTAL 


732  52  20  804 

93.4  66  2 6 784 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


-AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  00  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


1970'S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

PUBLIC  196  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  196  0 

100  0 0 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


1940'S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

50-59  3 0 

100.0  0. 

150-  161  0 

100.0  0. 

175-  15  0 

100.0  0. 

AR  96  24 

80.0  20.0 

TOTAL  276  24 

92.0  8.0 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 
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DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


60-69 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

250  0 

100  0 0 

113  ’ 0 

100  0 0 

84  0 

100  0 0 

54T  13 

97  6 2 4 

608  17 

97  3 2 7 

79  0 

100  0 0 

18  0 

100  0 0 

188  3 


50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

too- 

125- 

150- 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

579  0 

100  0 0 

1307  176 


50  19  6 3031 


382 
90  1 

153 

100.0 

3 

100.0 

227 
100  0 

176 

100.0 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

220  20 

915  8 5 

422  4 1 

91.2  88 

245  53 

82  2 17  8 


93  2 

402 
98  2 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

579  0 

100  0 0. 


454 
99  0 

17 

100  0 
3 

100  0 

536 
100  0 

461 
94  5 
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table  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4  DOWNTOWN  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 
0 BOR  8703  345  290  9337 


96  2 3 8 


9047 


BOR 


2 BDR 


452  39 

92  I 7.9 


495 

491 


3.  BOR  129  0 

too  0 0 


0 129 

129 


OB/X  12637  1507 

89.3  10  7 


844  14989 


14144 


TOTAL  24296  1949 

92  6 7 4 
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ONE  BEOHOOH  UNITS 


NESTERN  AOOinON  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VOCANI 

I9TOS  325  0 

100  0 0 

1960S  613  I 

99  8 2 


AR  iO^AC 


I950S  311  T 

9T  8 2 2 


TABLE  Cl 


19A0S  303  T 

91  7 2 3 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


I930S  MI9  II 
95  2 4 0 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


I920S 


819  103  29  951 

88  8 II  2 922 


AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


PRE20S  1441 

94  9 

AR  539 

98  5 


11  29  1547 

5 I 1518 

8 14  561 

I 5 541 


TOTAL 


5710  214  100  6144 

95  5 45  6045 


STUDIO  UNITS 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


NESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


I910S  83  0 

100  0 0 

I960S  498  6 

98  9 II 

19405  220  64 

11  5 22  5 

1930S  1188  45 

96  4 3.6 

1920S  1134  134 

89  5 10  5 

PRE20S  944  20 

97  9 2 1 

AR  321  14 

95  8 4 2 

total  4394  282 

94  0 6 0 


45 


472 

4616 


I970S 

I960S 

I950S 

I940S 

1930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 

total 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

29  0 

100  0 0 

613  3 

99  6 4 

315  5 

98  1 I 3 

142  0 

1 00  0 0 

650  23 

96  6 3 4 

288  0 

1 00  0 0 

525  23 

95  8 4 2 

1 16  0 

100  0 0 
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THREE  OR  HORE  BEOROOH  UNITS  NESTERN  ADOUION  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


NESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I970S  86  14 

85  7 143 

1960S  163  2 

98  8 12 

I950S  120  3 

97  6 2 4 

1940S  52  0 

100  0 0. 

I930S  214  0 

100.0  0. 

1920S  217  24 

90  1 9 9 

PRE20S  452  24 

95  0 5.0 

AR  72  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  1375  67 

95  4 4 6 


AR  TOTAL 


0 165 

165 

0 123 

123 


0 


0 214 

214 

0 241 

241 

0 476 

476 


0 72 

72 


0 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  523  14 

97  3 2 7 

I960S  1946  12 

99  4 6 

I950S  807  15 

98  2 1 8 

1940S  718  71 

91.0  9.0 

19305  4102  204 

95.3  47 

1920S  2457  261 

90.4  9 6 

PRE20S  3477  144 

96  0 4 0 

AR  1053  23 

97  9 2 1 

TOTAL  15083  743 

95  3 4.7 


RESIDENTIAL  ROONS 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I930S  632  66 

90  6 9 4 

PRE20S  115  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  746  66 

919  8 1 
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ONE  BEDROON  UNITS 


NESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BT  RENTAL 

range  and  unit  type 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

80-89  I2T  29 

81  5 IBS 

90-99  343  23 

93  1 6 3 

100-  1383  53 

96  3 3 7 

125-  1530  37 

97  6 2 4 

150-  955  55 

94  5 5.5 

175-  673  66 

91  I 8 9 


AR  total 

0 155 

155 


43  1479 

1436 


31 


24 


1034 

1010 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


200-  41  0 

100  0 0 


41 

41 


250-  132  0 

100  0 0. 


PUBLIC  511  II 
97  9 2.1 


AR  75  I 

98.7  13 


TOTAL 


5770  274  100  6144 

95.5  45  6045 


STUDIO  UNITS 


NESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


NESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

<50  172  57 

75  0 25  0 

60-69  46  0 

100  0 0 


AR 

0 

0 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

TOO-  353  23 

93.9  61 

125-  267  23 

92.0  80 


AR  TOTAL 

0 376 

376 

0 290 

290 


94  I 5 9 


PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


TOTAL 


4394  282  45  4721 

94  0 60  4676 
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THREE  OR  MORE  BEDROOM  UNITS  WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


98  7 
1375 


c50 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

201  57 

77  8 22  2 


90.0 

3173 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


«50 


60-69 

70-79 

90-99 

125- 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

29  0 

100.0  0 

314  17 


95  0 

216 

100,0 

163 
76  9 

24 

100  0 

746 
91  9 


100.0 

1369 
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I960  S 


HESTEBN  AOOITION  DISTRICT 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200- 
250- 
300  - 
400. 
PUBLIC 
TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

120  0 

100  0 0 

171  0 

100.0  0. 

119  0 

100  0 0 

596  6 

99  1 9 

83  0 

100  0 0 


165 

100.0 

376 

98.7 

13 

100.0 

303 
99  7 

1946 


AR  TOTAL 


0 120 
0 120 


0 119 

0 119 


0 601 
0 601 


0 165 

0.  165 


0 361 

0 381 


1959 

1958 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

301  0 14  315 

1000  0 48  301 

29  0 0 29 

100.0  0 0 29 


86 


14 


85  7 14.3 


100 

100 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


100.0 

592 
97  5 


I940'S 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


1920  S 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
250  - 
300- 
PUBLIC 
TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

6 0 

100  0 0 

69  23' 

75  0 25  0 

275  41 

87.1  12  9 

26  4 


100. 0 
93 

100  0 
23 

100.0 

179 
98  4 

718 

91.0 


.50 

90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1 72  57 

75.0  25  0 


99  0 

485 

91.7 


0 455 

0.  455 

57  2775 

2.1  2718 


1930'S 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


PRE  1920'S 


WESTERN  ADDITION  DISTRICT 


<50 
60-69 
70-79 
80-89 
90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200- 
250  - 
TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


AR  TOTAL 


0 


0 


0 


0 


262 

262 


0 245 

0.  245 


0 69 

0 69 


0 439 

0 439 


0 708 

0 708 


0. 


0 546 

0 546 


0 


386 

386 


0 96 

0.  96 


0 


0 


OCCUPD  VACANT 
115  0 

too  0 0 


90-99 

100- 


89  7 

853 

97.0 

531 
95  8 

340 

too  0 

357 
100  0 

397 

94.3 

48 

100.0 

72 

100  0 

265 

98.5 
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ALL  DECADES  SUP.VETEO 


ASTERN  addition  district 


<53 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

250- 

330- 

AGO. 

PUBLIC 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

201  57 

77  8 22  2 


96  6 

354 
100  0 


1 .5 


15083  743 

95.3  4.7 


0 354 

0.  354 


1390 

1588 


271 

269 


-.50 

9 


15977 

15826 
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TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


■AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4 


WESTERN  liDDITION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

0 BOR  4394  282 

94  0 6 0 

1 BDR  5T70  274 

95.5  4.5 

2 BOR  2797  54 

98.1  1.9 

3.  BOR  1375  67 

95  4 4 6 

OB/X  746  66 

91.9  81 

TOTAL  15083  743 

95  3 4 7 


AR  TOTAL 


,.  45 


4721 

4676 


100  6144 

6045 


6 2857 

2851 


0 1442 

1442 

0 812 
812 

150  15977 

T5826 
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ONE  BEOROOn  UNITS 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


TABLE  Cl 

OCCUPIED  and  vacant  units  bt  unit 
ttpe  and  decade  of  construction 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  percentage  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

I970S 
I960S 
I950S 
I9AOS 
I930S 
1920S 
PRE20S 
AR 

TOTAL 


47  0 0 41 

100  0 0 41 

433  0 0 433 

100  0 0 433 

0 0 46  46 

0 0 0 

78  0 0 78 

100  0 0 76 

567  23  23  612 

96  1 39  589 

353  4 0 357 

99  0 10  357 

1524  66  100  1690 

95  9 41  1590 

972  13  0 986 

98  6 14  986 

3975  106  169  4249 

97  4 26  4080 


STUDIO  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  249  3 

96  7 13 

1960S  185  22 

89  2 10  8 

I940S  0 0 

0.  0 

1930S  179  15 

92  3 7.7 

I920S  283  0 

100.0  0 

PRE20S  475  90 

84  1 15  9 

AR  699  13 

98  I 19 

total  2070  144 

93  5 6 5 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


I960S 

1950S 

1930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

255  0 

100.0  0 

69  0 

100  0 0 

133  0 

100.0  0. 

276  0 

100  0 0 

732  3 

99  6 4 

186  0 

100.0  0 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


AR  TOTAL 

0 255 

255 


23  156 

133 

0 276 

276 

82  817 

734 

0 186 

186 

128  1781 

1653 
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THREE  OR  HORE  BEDROOM  UNITS 

OCCUPO  VACANT 
I960S  T8  0 


I930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 

TOTAL 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


OTHER  UNITS  WITHOUT  BATH/KITCHEN 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

PRE20S  78  0 

too  0 0 

TOTAL  78  0 

100  0 0 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 

AR  TOTAL 

26  104 

78 

26  104 

78 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1920S  27  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  55  5 

91.3  87 

total  82  5 

94  0 6 0 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 

OCCUPO  VACANT 

1970S  296  3 

98.9  II 

1960S  952  22 

97.7  2.3 

1950S  69  0 


100.0  0. 

1940S  78  0 

100.0  0. 

1930S  973  38 

96.3  3.7 

I920S  991  4 

99.6  4 

PRE20S  3074  164 

94.9  5.1 

AR  1988  53 

97.4  2.6 

TOTAL  8420  284 

96.7  33 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


AR  TOTAL 

0 299 

299 

0 974 

974 

69  137 

69 

26  104 

78 


83 

0 

232 


409 
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TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 

range  and  unit  type 

TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


60-69 

80-69 

90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 


OCCUPD  VACANT 
90  1 1 


78 

100  0 

242 
100  0 

859 
98  2 

935 
97  6 


200-  109  0 

100  0 0 


PUBLIC  47  0 

1 00  0 0 

AR  289  0 

too  0 0 

TOTAL  3975  106 

97  4 2 6 


AR  total 

0 101 

101 

26  104 

78 

63  305 

242 


34 


909 

875 


0 1 169 

1169 

46  258 

213 

0 109 

109 


0 


47 

47 


0 


289 

289 


169  4249 

4080 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


100  0 0 
PUBLIC  249 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

137  0 23  160 


100.0  0. 

190  0 

100.0  0 


94 


three  or  hore  beorooh  units 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

52  0 

100  0 0. 

254  26 

90  7 9 3 

26  0 

100.0  0 

128  0 

100.0  0 


250-  104  0 

100  0 0. 

TOTAL  565  26 

95  6 4 4 


AR 

0 

23 

0 

0 

26 


49 


OTHER  UNITS  WITHOUT  BATH/KITCHEN 

occuPD  vacant 
125-  78  0 


100  0 0 

TOTAL  78  0 

100  0 0. 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 

AR  TOTAL 

26  104 

78 

26  104 

78 


residential  rooms 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

50-59  42  5 

88  9 11.1 

60-69  27  0 

100.0  0. 

70-79  13  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  82  5 

94  0 6 0 


AR 

0 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

50-59  42  5 

88.9  11.1 

60-69  162  57 

74  1 25  9 

70-79  13  0 

100  0 0 

80-89  115  0 

100.0  0 

90-99  310  0 

100  0 0. 

100-  1997  89 

95  8 4 2 

125-  1897  48 

97.5  2.5 

150-  1855  82 

95.8  42 

175-  677  0 

100  0 0 

200-  427  0 

100  0 0. 

250-  235  0 

100  0 0 

PUBLIC  296  3 

98  9 II 


AR 

TOTAL 


394  0 

too  0 0. 

8420  284 

96  7 3 3 


AR  TOTAL 

0 47 

47 

0 219 

219 

0 13 

13 

26  141 

I 15 

63  374 

310 

68  2154 

2086 

55  1999 

1944 


91 


0 

26 


0 299 

299 


0 394 

394 


409  9113 

8704 


95 


1960'S 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


100- 

125- 

150- 


occuPD  vacant  ar  total 

46  0 0 46 

100  000  46 

181  22  0 204 

89  0 II  0 0.  204 

46  0 0 46 

100.0  0.  0 46 


TABLE  C3 


IT5-  213 

100  0 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


200-  187 

100  0 


0 187 

0 187 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


250-  78 

100  0 


0. 


78 

78 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


AR 


202 

202 


TOTAL  952  22 

97  7 2 3 


1970  S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

PUBLIC  296  3 

98  9 II 

TOTAL  296  3 

98  9 I I 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


I950  S 


175- 

TOTAL 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 

OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

69  0 69  137 

100.0  0.  100.0  69 

69  0 69  137 

100.0  0.  100.0  69 


96 


I940'S 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


100- 

125- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

T8  0 0 78 

100  0 0.  0 78 

0 0 26  26 

0 0 2606.0  0 

78  0 26  104 

100.0  0 33  3 78 


I920  S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

60-69  27  0 

100,0  0 

100-  323  0 

100.0  0. 

125-  330  0 

100  0 0. 

150-  207  4 

98.2  1 8 

175-  104  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  991  4 

99  6 4 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


AR  TOTAL 


0 


27 

27 


0 


0 


0 104 

0 104 


0 994 

0.  994 


1930’S 


90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

250- 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

69  0 

100  0 0 

179  15 

92  3 7,7 

1 47  23 

86  5 135 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


33  3 

34 
17  6 


81 

too  0 

95 

100  0 
26 

100  0 

192 
100  0 

973 
96  3 


50-59 
60-69 
70-79 
80-89 
90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200  - 
250  - 
TOTAL 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

42  5 

88.9  11.1 

136  57 

70  4 29  6 

13  0 

100.0  0. 

115  0 

100  0 0 

121  0 

100.0  0. 

734  47 

94  0 6 0 

667  3 

99  6 4 

1041  52 

95  2 4 8 

67  0 

100.0  0 

60  0 

100  0 0 


22.6 

40 
33  3 


100  0 


97 


ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


50-59 

60-69 

T0-T9 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

42  5 

88  9 111 


100  0 

115 
100  0 


22  6 

63 
20  4 


150- 

175- 

200- 

250- 

PUBLIC 

AR 


677 
100  0 

427 

100.0 

235 
100  0 

296 
98  9 

394 

100.0 
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TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4  BUENA  VISTA  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 
0 BOR  2070  144  37  2251 


93  5 6.5 


2214 


BDR  3975  106 

97  4 2 6 


169  4249 

4080 


2 BOR  1650  3 

99  8 .2 


3.  BOR 


565  26 

95  6 4 4 


49  640 

591 


0-B/X  82 

94  0 


6, 


5 


26  194 


78 


TOTAL  8420  284  409  9113 

96  7 3 3 8704 


8704 
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ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


central  district 


TABLE  Cl 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
type  and  decade  OE  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•ar-  indicates  units  excluded  from 

SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

I9TOS 
I960S 
I940S 
1930S 
I920S 
PRE20S 
AR 

total 


85  8 

1630 
96  9 

419 
100  0 

696 
100  0 

658 
100  0 


STUDIO  UNITS 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  106  0 

100  0 0 

I960S  219  0 

100  0 0 

I940S  96  14 

86  9 131 

I930S  26  0 

100  0 0 

1920S  no  24 

87  8 12  2 

PRE20S  75  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  691  38 

94  8 5 2 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  19  2 

91.7  8 3 

1960S  641  1 

99  9 1 

1940S  24  0 

100  0 0 

1930S  51  0 

100.0  0 

1920S  374  0 

100.0  0 

PRE20S  936  0 

100  0 0 


AR 


0 

0 

0 

0 


AR  146  0 

1 00  0 0 

TOTAL  2391  3 

99  9 1 


100 


THREE  OR  nORE  BEDROOH  UNITS 

OCCUPO  VACANT 

1970S  19  2 

91  T 8 3 

1960S  333  0 

100.0  0. 

I920S  51  0 

100.0  0. 

PRE20S 


AR 


100.0 

150 

100.0 


central  district 

AR  TOTAL 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


I970S 

I960S 

194DS 

1930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 


97  4 
773 

too  0 
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TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
range  and  unit  type 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

■AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


central  district 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

70-79  166  0 

100  0 0 

80-89  51  0 

100  0 0 

too-  270  0 

100  0 0 

125-  1229  0 

100  0 0 

150-  605  30 

95  2 4 8 

175-  1632  0 

100  0 0 

200-  621  18 

97  2 2 8 

250-  92  19 

83  1 169 

PUBLIC  22  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  4688  67 

98.6  I 4 


STUDIO  UNITS 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

PUBLIC 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

49  0 

100  0 0 

77  0 

100  0 0 

245  38 

86  5 135 

58  0 

100  0 0 

107  0 

100  0 0. 


too  0 0 

106  0 

1 00  0 0 

24  0 

1 00  0 0 

691  38 

94  8 5 2 


90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200  - 
250- 
300  - 
AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

75  0 

100.0  0 

418  0 

100.0  0 

219  0 

100.0  0. 

270  0 

too  0 0 

197  0 

too  0 0. 

408  0 

too  0 0 

502  1 

99.8  .2 

208  2 

99  2 .8 

95  0 

100.0  0 


AR  TOTAL 

0 75 

75 

0 418 

418 

0 219 

219 

0 270 

270 

0 197 

197 

0 408 

408 
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THREE  OR  nORE  BEDROOM  UNITS 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

47  0 

100  0 0 

26  0 

100  0 0 

51  0 

1 00  0 0 

384  0 

100  0 0 

181  0 

1 00  0 0 

77  0 

100,0  0 

44  2 

96  3 3.7 

47  0 

100.0  0 

858  2 

99  8 2 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

166  0 
100.0  0 


98  7 

128 
100  0 


103 


1960'S 


central  district 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  total 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BT  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


250- 


502 
99  8 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 

ROW  IS  percentage  for  each  entry 


300-  163 

100  0 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TOTAL  3023  19 

99  A 6 


19  3061 

.6  3042 


1970  S 


250 

300- 

PUBLIC 

total 


100  0 

258 
92  I 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


90-99 

125- 


central  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


200- 

TOTAL 


104 


I930  S 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


PRE  I920’5 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


90-99 

125- 

150- 

175- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

26  0 0 26 

100  0 0 0 26 

197  0 0 197 

100  0 0 0 197 

51  0 0 51 

100  0 0 0 51 

499  0 0 499 

100,0  0 0.  499 

773  0 0 773 

100  0 0 0.  773 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

100-  491  0 

1 00  0 0 

125-  657  0 

100,0  0 

150-  338  30 

91,7  8 3 

175-  219  0 

100  0 0 

200-  312  0 

100  0 0, 

250-  77  0 

100  0 0, 

300-  51  0 

100,0  0 

AR  24  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  2169  30 

98  6 1 4 


AR  TOTAL 

0 491 

0 491 

0 657 

0 657 

0 368 

0 368 

0 219 

0 219 

0 312 

G,  312 

0 77 

0 77 


0.  51 


0 


24 

24 


0 2199 

0 2199 


1920'S 


central  district 


ALL  decades  surveyed 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

24  0 

1 00  0 0 

321  0 

100  0 0 

416  24 

94  6 5 4 

334  0 

100  0 0 

157  0 

100  0 0 


AR  TOTAL 

0 24 

0 24 

0 32  1 

0 321 

0 440 

0 44  0 


0 


334 

334 


0 157 

0 157 


0 


70-79 
80-89 
90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200  - 
250  - 
300  - 
PUBLIC 
AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

166  0 

100  0 0 

51  0 

100  0 0 

124  0 

100  0 0, 


671 

97  1 

252 

98  7 

128 
100  0 

166 
100  0 


AR 

0 

0, 

0 

0, 

0 

0 


0, 

0 

0, 


8759 

8738 
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T»BLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BT  TYPE 


TOP  ROM  IS  NUHBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
ROM  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

'AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROH 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


106 


TABLE  Cl 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

"AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I970S  95  0 

100  0 0 

I960S  296  0 

100  0 0 

1950S  423  24 

94  7 5 3 

I940S  361  0 

1 00  0 0 

I930S  803  0 

100.0  0. 

I920S  365  9 

97  7 2 3 

PRE20S  227!  48 

97,9  2.1 

AR  350  0 

100.0  0 

TOTAL  4964  80 

98  4 16 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


STUDIO  UNITS 


MISSION  OISTRIcf 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


DCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  186  0 

100  0 0 

I950S  ■ 83  12 

87.5  12  5 

1930S  288  0 

100  0 0 

I920S  452  9 

98  1 19 

PRE20S  1015  121 

89  3 10.7 

AR  73  4 

94  4 5 6 

TOTAL  2097  146 

93  5 6 5 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  83  0 

100.0  0 


1950S 

I940S 

I930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

AR 


100. 

1418 


TOTAL  2974 
98  9 


3 0 
0 

0. 

0 

0 


26 
I 8 

4 

13 


AR  TOTAL 


0 


0 128 
128 


0 


54 

54 


0 201 
201 


86  1530 

1443 


86  3093 

3007 
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three  or  nORE  BEOROOn  UNITS 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


I9A0S 

1930S 

I9?0S 

PRE20S 

AR 

TOTAL 


26 

100  0 

217 
100  0 

333 
100  0 

U7 
100  0 

920 
100  0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 


0 


other  units  NITHOUT  BATH/KITCHEN 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

AR  133  0 

100  0 0 

total  133  0 

100  0 0 


MISSION  DISTRICT 
AR  total 


residential  ROOMS 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


I940S 

I930S 

I920S 

PRE20S 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

167  29 

85  4 14  6 

4B0  235 

67  I 32  9 

0 9 

0 100  0 


AR  TOTAL 

0 196 

196 

12  727 

715 

0 9 

9 

251  2023 

1771 

263  2955 

2691 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  177  0 

100  0 0 

1960S  483  0 

100  0 0 

I950S  630  39 

94  2 5 8 

I940S  780  29 

96  5 3 5 

I930S  1798  235 

88  4 116 

I920S  1800  26 

98  6 1 4 

PRE20S  6537  465 

93  4 6 6 


TOTAL  13235  802 

94  3 5 7 


AR 


0 

0 


12 

0 

629 


1826 

7631 

7002 


646 


1044 

1039 

14683 
1 4038 
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ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  UNIT  TYPE 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

■AR"  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

70-79  258  0 

100  0 0 

80-89  284  0 

100  0 0 

90-99  172  0 

100  0 0 

100-  942  0 

100  0 0 

125-  1775  48 

97  4 2 6 

150-  848  9 

99.0  10 

175-  489  22 

95.7  4 3 

PUBLIC  195  1 

99  4 6 

TOTAL  4964  80 

98.4  16 


AR 

0 

0 


0 


9 865 

856 

51  562 

51  1 


0 197 

197 

104  5148 

5044 


STUDIO  UNITS 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 

125- 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

167  22 

88  2 118 

142  0 

100  0 0 

210  0 

100  0 0. 

225  0 

100  0 0 

641  77 

89  2 10  8 

626  46 

93.2  6 8 


PUBLIC  86  0 

100.0  0 

TOTAL  2097  146 

93  5 6.5 


AR  TOTAL 

0 189 

189 


0 

79 

59 

17 

37 


192 


90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200  - 
PUBLIC 
TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

67  0 

100.0  0 

693  0 

100  0 0. 

874  30 

96  7 3.3 

863  0 

100  0 0 

165  0 

100  0 0 


100.0  0 

111  4 

96.7  3.3 

2974  34 

989  1.1 


AR  TOTAL 


0 67 

67 


56  960 

904 

4 867 

863 


26  226 
20T 


86  3093 

3007 
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THREE  OR  MORE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

100-  77  0 

100  0 0 

125-  191  0 

100  0 0 

150-  128  0 

100  0 0 

175  249  0 

100  0 0 

200-  26  0 

100  0 0 

400<  26  0 

100  0 0 

PUBLIC  147  0 

100  0 0 

AR  77  0 

100  0 0 

total  920  0 

100  0 0 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


OTHER  UNITS  NITHOUT  BATH/K I TCHEN 

OCCUPO  VACANT 

90-99  133  0 

100  0 0 

total  133  0 

100  0 0 


MISSION  DISTRICT 

AR  TOTAL 

0 133 

133 

0 133 

133 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

<50  0 58 

0 100  0 

50-59  643  192 

77  0 23.0 

60-69  1060  165 

86  5 13  5 

70-79  44  8 

84  5 15  5 

80-89  200  100 

66  7 33  3 

90-99  70  3 

96  5 3 5 

100-  131  17 

88  7 113 

total  2148  543 

79  8 20  2 


AR 

0 

53 

42 

0 

0 

58 
1 1 1 
263 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

400. 

PUBLIC 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


0 100  0 

643  192 

77,0  23  0 

1227  187 

86  8 13  2 

444  8 

98  2 18 

695  100 

87  4 126 

667  3 

99  6 4 

2484  94 

96.3  37 

3466  124 

96  6 3 4 


9 


903  22 

97  6 2.4 


0 


0 


26  0 
100  0 0. 


540  5 

99  1 9 


AR 

TOTAL 


100  0 0 

13235  B02 

94  3 5 7 


AR 

0 

53 

42 

0 

79 

161 

128 

94 

13 

51 

26 

0 

0 

0 

646 


no 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


TABLE  C3 


60-69  100  0 

100  0 0 

100-  32  0 

100  0 0 

150-  235  0 

100.0  0. 

PUBLIC  116  0 

100.0  0 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


TOTAL  483 
100.0 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


■AR"  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


1970  S 


175- 

200- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

95  0 

1 00  0 0 


MISSION  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


83 


71 


630 


MISSION  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


12 
12  5 


100  0 0 

178  0 

too  0 0. 

156  22 

87.5  12  5 

67  0 

100  0 0 

76  5 

93  7 6 3 


39 


94  2 5 8 
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1940'S 


OCCUPD  vacant 

60-69  167  29 

86  4 14  6 

too-  Ml  0 

100  0 0 

125-  102  0 

too  0 0 

175-  51  0 

100  0 0 

PUBLIC  348  0 

100  0 0 

total  780  29 

96  5 3 5 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


1920'S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

60-69  0 9 

0 100  0 

90-99  71  0 

100  0 0 

100-  572  0 

100  0 0 

125-  680  9 

98  8 1 2 

150-  247  9 

96  7 3 3 

175-  205  0 

100  0 0 

200-  26  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  1800  26 

98  6 1 4 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


1930'S 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


PRE  I920'S 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


61  9 38  I 


100  0 0 

832  0 

100  0 0 

152  0 

100  0 0 

148  0 

100  0 0 


1798 
88  4 


AR  TOTAL 


0 


0 


12  481 

2 6 469 


0 175 

0 175 


0 115 

0.  1 15 


0 


0 


0 832 

0 832 


0 


0 


0 148 

0 148 


50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

400. 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

275  90  41  406 

75  4 24  6 112  365 

851  83  42  976 

91. I 89  4 4 934 

338  0 0 338 

100.0  0.  0 338 

695  100  79  873 

87  4 12  6 99  795 

463  3 161  627 

99.5  .5  34  7 465 

1001  78  124  1203 

92  8 7.2  115  1080 

1618  111  94  1822 

93  6 64  54  1728 

938  0 13  951 

100.0  0 1 4 938 

205  0 51  256 

100  0 0 25  0 205 

51  0 26  77 

100  0 0 50  0 51 

26  0 0 26 

100  0 0 0 26 

77  0 0 77 

100  0 0 0 77 

6537  465  629  7631 

93  4 66  90  7002 
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ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 


77  0 
1227 


MISSION  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


23.0 

187 
13  2 


97  6 

226 
100  0 
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UBLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  MO  VACANT  UNITS  ST  TYPE 


TOP  RON  IS  NUBBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOfl 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR*  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROH 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


table  C4  niSSlON  district 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 
0 BDR  2097  146  192  2434 


93  5 6.5 


2242 


BDR  4964  80 

98  4 1 6 


104  5148 

5044 


2 BDR  2974  34 

9S  9 1.1 


3>  BOR  920  0 

100  0 0 


0-B/X  2146  543 

79  8 20  2 


263  2955 

2691 


0 133 

133 


TOTAL  13235  802 

94  3 5 7 


114 


ONE  BEDROOH  UNITS 


SO  OF  harket  district 


TABLE  Cl 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUHBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROH 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I9T0S  48  0 

IDO  0 0 

I960S  61  0 

100  0 0 

I950S  212  0 

100  0 0 

I940S  138  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  159  12 

92  8 7 2 

TOTAL  618  12 

98  1 19 


AR  total 
0 48 


STUDIO  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I970S  219  2 

99  1 .9 

PRE20S  367  82 

81  8 18  2 


lOD  0 0 

TOTAL  647  84 

88  6 114 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


I960S 

I940S 

1930S 

PRE20S 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

61  0 
100  0 0 


377  0 

100  0 0 

102  0 

100  0 0 


127 
100  0 


0 


51 


66.7 


718 
96  6 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 
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three  or  nORE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


OTHER  UNITS  WITHOUT  BATH/KITCHEN  SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1940S  126  0 

100  0 0. 

AR  76  0 

100  0 0 

total  203  0 

1 00  0 0 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I920S  575  0 

100.0  0 

AR  63  25 

71.2  28  a 

TOTAL  638  25 

96  2 3 8 


AR  TOTAL 


0 88 
88 


0 663 

663 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


I930S 

PRE20S 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

171  69 

712  28  8 

1259  116 

916  8 4 

86  18 

82  8 17.2 

1517  203 

882  II  8 


I970S 

I960S 

I950S 

I940S 

I930S 

I920S 

PRE70S 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

267  2 

99.3  .7 

122  0 

100  0 0. 

212  0 

100  0 0 

641  0 

1 00  0 0 

273  69 

79  7 20.3 

575  0 

100  0 0 


AR 


0 

21 

0 

0 

20 

0 

47 
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ONE  BEOROON  UNITS 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


1A6LE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BT  RENTAL 

range  and  unit  type 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

90-99  108  12 

89  8 10  2 

ISO-  51  0 

100  0 0 

ns-  61  0 

TOO  0 0 

PUBLIC  398  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  618  12 

98  1 19 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  HOT  HEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


STUDIO  UNITS 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


TMO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


50-59 

80-89 

90-99 

PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

25  0 

100  0 0 

• 36  0 

100  0 0 

36T  82 

81  8 182 


6A7 
88  6 


80-89 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

51  0 

100.0  0 

51  25 

66  7 33.3 

102  0 

100.0  0. 

25  0 

100.0  0. 

51  0 

100.0  0 

61  0 

TOO  0 0 

377  0 

100  0 0 

718  25 

96  6 3 A 


AR  TOTAL 

0 51 

51 

0 76 

76 

0 102 

102 

0 25 

25 


0 61 

61 

0 377 

377 

0 743 

743 
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THREE  OR  HCRE  BEOROOH  UNITS 


SO  OF  market  district 


other  units  nithout  bath/kitchen  so  of  market  district 


OCCUPD  vacant 

ISO-  T6  0 

100  0 0. 

PUBLIC  126  0 

100.0  0 

TOTAL  203  0 

100  0 0. 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

80-89  IM  0 
100  0 0 


AR  TOTAL 
0 114 


125- 

150- 

TOTAL 


351  0 

100  0 0 

173  25 

87  2 12  8 

638  25 

96  2 3 8 


0 

0 

0 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


79  3 
1517 


34  7 

12 
15  8 

6 

20  7 


AR 

20 


0 


20  1740 

1720 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


<50 

50-59 

60-69 

70-79 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 


63 
84  2 

23 
79  3 

201 
100  0 

475 

83.5 

51 
66  7 

453 
100  0 

326 

92.8 

112 
100  0 

61 

100  0 


PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


32  7 

12 

15  8 

6 

20  7 
0 

0 

94 

16  5 

25 

33  3 


0 61 
61 

26  1148 

1122 

47  4737 

4690 
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I960  S 


SO  OF  harket  oistrici 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

ns-  61  0 

100  0 0 

200-  61  0 

too  0 0 

total  122  0 

too  0 0 


AR 

0 

0- 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 

range  and  decade  of  construction 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 

ROM  IS  percentage  for  each  entry 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


I970  S 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


I950  S 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

PUBLIC  267  2 

99  3 .7 

TOTAL  267  2 

99  3 .7 


AR 

5 

I 9 
5 

I 9 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

PUBLIC  212  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  212  0 

100  0 0 


AR 

0 

0 

0 


0 


TOTAL 

212 

212 
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1940'S 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


PUBLIC  641 
100  0 


21  662 

3 3 641 


TOTAL  641  0 21  662 

100  0 0 3.3  641 


I920  S 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

80-89  102  0 

100.0  0 

125-  351  0 

100  0 0 

150-  122  0 

100.0  0 

TOTAL  575  0 

100.0  0. 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


1930'S 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


PRE  I920'S 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

50-59  171  69 

71  2 28  8 

125-  102  0 

100  0 0. 

TOTAL  273  69 

79  7 20  3 


AR  TOTAL 

0 241 

0.  241 

0 102 

0 102 

0 342 

0 342 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


<50 

50-59 

80-89 

90-99 

150- 


83  5 
76 

100  0 


TOTAL  1912 
90  I 


210  20  2142 

99  10  2122 
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»U  OEC*OES  SUfiKETEO 


SO  OF  HARrET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT 


<50 
50-59 
60-69 
TO  T9 
80-39 
90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
IT5- 
200- 
PUBLIC 
TOTAL 


6T  3 

63 
84  2 

23 
T9  3 


51 


66  • 

453 
100  0 

326 
92  8 

112 
100  0 

61 

100.0 


16  5 

25 
33  3 


122 


f 


TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


SO  OF  MARKET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

647  84 

88  6 114 

618  12 

98  I 19 

718  25 

96  6 3 4 

203  0 

too  0 0 

1517  203 

88  2 118 


638 

96,2 
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CNE  BEDROOn  UNiTS 


south  BRTSHORE  OISIRICI 


TABLE  Cl 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

19T0S  149  0 

100  0 0 

I950S  89  67 

57  I 42  9 

1930S  89  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  327  67 

83  0 17  0 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


TOP  RON  IS  NUflBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


STUDIO  UNITS 


I970S 

total 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 

OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

30  0 0 30 

100  0 0 30 

30  0 0 30 

1000  0.  30 


TNO  BEDROON  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

1970S  57  18 

75  5 24.5 

1960S  127  0 

1 00  0 0 

I950S  228  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  29  0 

100  0 0. 

TOTAL  441  18 

96  0 4 0 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 


124 


three  or  more  bedroom  units  south  bayshore  district 

OCCUPO  vacant  ar  total 

134  0 8 142 

100.0  0 134 


I970S 

I960S 

I950S 

PRE20S 

TOTAL 


392 
100  0 

352 
100  0 


392 

392 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 


I970S 

1960S 

I950S 

I930S 

PRE20S 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

370  18 

95  3 4 7 


670 
90  9 

89 

100.0 

87 

100.0 

1735 

95.3 
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CNE  8E0RC0N  UNITS 


SOUTH  batshcre  district 


TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
range  and  UNIT  TYPE 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

100-  22  67 

25  0 75  0 

125-  275  0 

100  0 0 

AR  30  0 

100  0 0 

total  327  67 

83  0 17  0 


TOP  RON  IS  NUtIBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 

OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

30  0 0 30 

100  0 0 30 

30  0 0 30 

100  0 0 30 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


125- 

150- 

PUBLIC 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

29  0 

100  0 0 

49  18 

72.8  27  2 

356  0 

100.0  0 

8 0 

100  0 0 

441  18 

96  0 4 0 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 
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THREE  BEOROOH  UNITS 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


150-  58  0 0 58 

100  0 0 58 


200-  119 

100  0 


PUBLIC  744 
100  0 


744 

744 


AR  15 

100  0 


15 

15 


TOTAL  937 

100  0 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 


100- 
125- 
150- 
200  - 
PUBLIC 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

22  67 

25  0 75  0 

304  0 

100  0 0 

107  18 

85  4 14  6 

119  0 

100  0 0 

1100  0 

100  0 0 


AR  83  0 

TOO  0 0 

TOTAL  1735  85 

95.3  47 
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I960'S 


SOUTH  BATSHORE  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

PUBLIC  519  0 0 519 

too  0 0 0 519 

TOTAL  519  0 0 519 

100  0 0 0 519 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
range  and  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


1970  S 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 


I950'S 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

22  67 

25.0  75.0 

67  0 

100.0  0. 

581  0 

100  0 0. 


TOTAL 


370 
95  3 


18 
4 7 


396 

389 
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1930  S 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 


ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


SOUTH  bayshore  district 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

125-  B9  0 0 89 

100  0 0 0.  89 

total  89  00  89 

100.0  0 0 89 


OCCUPD  vacant 

100-  22  67 

25  0 75  0 

125-  304  0 

100  0 0 

150-  107  18 

85,4  14  6 

200-  119  0 

100.0  0 

PUBLIC  1100  0 

100  0 0. 

AR  83  0 

1 00  0 0 

TOTAL  1735  85 

95.3  47 


AR  TOTAL 

0 89 

0 89 

0 304 

0 304 

0 125 

0 125 

8 127 

6 4 119 

0 1100 

0.  1100 


8 1828 
4 1820 


PRE  1920'S  SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 

OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

125-  29  0 0 29 

too  0 0 0 29 


150- 


58 

100  0 
87 

100  0 


129 


TABLE  C4 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

*AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4 


SOUTH  BAYSHORE  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


0 BDR  30  0 

100  0 0 

1 BOR  32T  67 

83  0 17  0 

2 BDR  441  IB 

96  0 4 0 


0 

0 

0 


3<  BDR  937 
100.0 


1735  85  B 1828 

95  3 47  1820 


total 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 


TABLE  Cl 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


I960S 

I950S 

1940S 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

101  5 

95  7 4 3 

35  35 

50  0 50  0 

16  0 

100  0 0 

152  40 

79  3 20  7 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


"AR"  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


STUDIO  UNITS 


I960S 

I940S 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

14  0 

100.0  0 

115  0 

100  0 0 

129  0 

100  0 0 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I950S  141  0 

100.0  0 

I940S  B2  0 

lOQ.O  0 

I920S  263  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  486  0 

100  0 0. 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 
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Three  or  rore  BEORoon  units 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

I950S  Tl  0 

100  0 0 

AR  131  0 

100  0 0 

total  202  0 

100  0 0 


AR  total 

0 Tl 

Tl 

66  I9T 

13' 

66  266 

202 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED  BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

1960S  114  5 

96  2 3 8 

I950S  247  35 

87  5 12  5 

1940S  214  0 

too  0 0 

I920S  263  0 

100.0  0 

AR  131  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  969  40 

96  ! 3 9 


AR  TOTAL 

0 119 

1 19 


0 


0 214 

214 


0 


263 

263 


66  197 

131 


66  1074 

1009 
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ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 


TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  UNIT  TYPE 


125- 

150- 

PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

16  0 

100  0 0 

101  5 

95  7 4 3 

35  35 

50  0 50  0 

152  40 

79.3  20  7 


AR  TOTAL 

0 16 

16 

0 105 

105 

0 71 

71 

0 192 

192 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


"AR"  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 

OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

129  0 0 129 

100  0 0 129 

129  0 0 129 

100  0 0 129 


TWO  BEOROOn  UNITS 


125- 

175- 

PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

328  0 

TOO  0 0 

16  0 

100.0  0 

141  0 

100.0  0. 

486  0 

100  0 0. 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 
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Three  or  hcre  beorooh  units 


BERNAl  heights  district 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

ns-  131  0 

100  0 0 

PUBLIC  71  0 

100  0 0 

total  202  0 

100  0 0 


AR  total 

66  197 

131 

0 71 

71 

66  268 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED  BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

125-  474  0 0 474 

100  0 0 474 

ISO-  101  5 0 lOS 

95  7 43  105 

175-  148  0 66  213 

100  0 0 148 

PUBLIC  247  35  0 282 

87  5 12  5 282 

TOTAL  969  40  66  1074 

96  I 39  1009 
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1950  S 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


PUBLIC  247  35 

87  5 12  5 


TOTAL  247  35 

87  5 12  5 


282 

282 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

■AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


1960'S 


125- 

150- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

14  0 

100  0 0 

101  5 

95  7 4.3 

114  5 

96  2 3 8 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


I940  S 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


197  0 0 197 

100,0  0 0 197 

16  0 0 16 

100  000  T6 


214  0 0 214 

too  0 0 0 214 
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1920S  BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 

OCC'JPO  VACANT  AR  TQIAL 

125-  263  0 0 263 

IQD  0 0 0 263 

total  263  0 0 263 

100  0 0 0 :n 


ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


125-  AT4 

100  0 


474 

474 


150- 


101  5 

95  7 4 3 


175-  148 

too  0 


PUBLIC  247  35 

87  5 12  5 


282 

282 


total 


969  40  66  1074 

96  I 39  65  1009 
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TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4 


BERNAL  HEIGHTS  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


0 BOR  129  0 

IDO  0 0 

1 BDR  152  40 

79  3 20  7 

2 BOR  4B6  0 

100  0 0 

3.  BOR  202  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  969  40 

96  I 3 9 


66 


1074 

1009 
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C<IE  StOPOOl  umTS 


SOOTH  ctiiTPi.  :;siPin 


•«-E  Cl 


:::jp:eo  i»d  ^«!is  bt  u«it 

'.P£  m;  OtCiSE  Of  COfcSTRuCIlO* 
TCe  =3*  !S  H.-aEP  or  i,»!TS.  BOTTOH 

s:t  s p£p:e»t*ge  pop  e»:h  eptri 

•«=■  !HD!C»:ES  UPITS  EXCLUDED  PROl* 
SUPiEi  BECAUSE  Th£T  do  ACT  H£ET 

:p:T£a!A  PDA  mcLJSic*  it  stuot 


1963S 

13A0S 

’93C5 

PPE2CS 

J9 


OCCjPC  . 

29 
IDO  0 

582 
IQG  0 

UT 

ice  s 

23 

lao  Q 

100  0 

907 
108  0 


STOOlO  OUTS 


SOOTH  cehtral  district 


TOO  BEDROOn  UNITS 


sooth  central  district 


occupo  »a:ant  ar  total 


I930S  57 

I8C  fl 


57 

57 


AP 


total  I§7 
189  0 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

'960S  537  A9 

91  7 3 3 

19ACS  310  0 

100  0 0 

I930S  29  0 

100  0 0 

total  975  43 

9A  7 5 3 


AR  TOTAL 

16  602 

585 

0 310 

313 

0 29 

29 

'6  943 

924 
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i 


three  or  hore  bedroom  units 


SOUTH  central  district 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


SOUTH  CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  222  I 

99  6 4 

I940S  66  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  29  0 

100  0 0. 

TOTAL  317  I 

99  7 3 


AR  total  - 


226 

223 


0 

0 

3 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 
I960S  787  50  19  856 


94  I 

I940S  958 

100  0 

I930S  226 

100  0 

PRE20S  337 

100  0 

AR  177 

100  0 

TOTAL  2485 

98  0 


5 9 837 

0 0 958 

0,  958 

0 0 226 

0 226 

0 56  393 

0 337. 

0 0 177 

0.  177 

50  75  2610 

2 0 2535 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS  SOUTH  CENTRAL  DISTRICT 

OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

PRE20S  280  0 56  336 

100  0 0 280 

TOTAL  280  0 56  336 

100.0  0 280 
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ONE  BEOROON  UNITS 


south  central  district 


TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BV  RENTAL 
range  and  UNIT  TYPE 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OE  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


90-99 

125- 

175- 

PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

29  0 

100  0 0 

435  0 

100.0  0 

29  0 

100  0 0 

414  0 

1 00  0 0 

907  0 

100  0 0 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


STUDIO  UNITS 


80-89 

100- 

total 


OCCUPO  VACANT 


SOUTH  central  DISTRICT 
AR  total 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


125- 
150- 
200  - 
PU8LIC 
TOTAL 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

29  0 

100  0 0 

394  20 

95  2 4 8 

143  29 

83  3 167 

310  0 

100  0 0 

875  49 

94  7 5 3 


SOUTH  CENTRAL  DISTRICT 
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VHREE  OR  MORE  BEDROOM  UNITS 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

ISO-  29  0 

100  0 0 

ns-  136  1 

99  3 .7 

2S0-  S7  0 

100  0 0. 

300-  29  0 

100  0 0 

PUBLIC  66  0 

• 100  0 0. 


SOUTH  central  district 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


south  central  district 


<S0 

SO-59 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 


200  - 

2S0- 

300- 

PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

66  0 

too  0 0 

224  0 

100  0 0 

28  0 

100  0 0 

29  0 

100.0  0 

79  0 

100  0 0 

464  0 

100.0  0 

423  20 

95  6 4 5 

165  1 

99  4 6 

143  29 

83  3 16  7 

57  0 

100.0  0 

29  0 

too  0 0 

790  0 

100.0  0 


RESIDENTIAL  ROOMS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 
56  0 

too  0 0 


50-59 

TOTAL 


SOUTH  CENTRAL  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 
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I940  S 


south  central  district 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  total 

I25-  168  0 0 168 

100  0 0 0 168 

PUBLIC  790  0 0 790 

too  D 0 0 790 

total  958  0 0 958 

100  0 0 0 958 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 

range  and  decade  of  construction 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  indicates  units  ekluded  from 

SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  HOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


I960'S 


150- 


200- 

250- 

300- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

394  20 

95  2 4 8 

165  1 

99  4 6 

143  29 

83  3 16  7 

57  0 

100  0 0 


100  0 0 

787  50 

94  1 5 9 


SOUTH  CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


1930'S 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

80-89  28  0 

100  0 0 

100-  29  0 

100  0 0 

125-  169  0 

100.0  0 

TOTAL  226  0 

100  0 0. 


SOUTH  CENTRAL  DISTRICT 
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SOUTH  CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


<50 

50-59 

90-99 

150- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

56  0 

1 00  0 0 


too  0 

337 
100  0 


ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


<50 

50-59 

80-89 

90-99 

100- 


PUBLIC 

TOTAL 


56 

100  0 

224 
100  0 

28 

100  0 
29 

100  0 
79 

100  0 

464 
100  0 

423 
95  5 

165 
99  4 

143 
83  3 

57 

100  0 
29 

100  0 

790 
100  0 


SOUTH  CENTRAL  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 


143 


TABLE  CA 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


0 BDR  107 

100  0 


107 

107 


907 

907 


2 BDR  875  49 

94  7 5 3 


16  940 

924 


3.  BOR 


317 


3 321 


99  7 


3 


318 


OB/X  280 
100  0 


0 


TOTAL  2485  50 

98  0 2 0 
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ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


TNGLESIDE  DISTRICT 


TABLE  Cl 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

T960S  104  0 0 104 

100  0 0 104 

1950S  BBT  0 0 BBT 

100  0 0 BBT 

1940S  891  0 0 891 

100  0 0,  891 

TOTAL  1882  0 0 1882 

100  0 0 1882 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

■AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


STUDIO  UNITS 


INGLESIDE  DISTRICT 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


INGLESIDE  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

1950S  II  0 0 II 

100  0 0 II 


TOTAL  II 

100  0 


1 1 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I950S  9T8  49 

95.2  48 

I940S  1396  0 

100.0  0 

PRE20S  52  0 

1 00  0 0 

TOTAL  2426  49 

98.0  2.0 
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three  or  hORE  BEDHOOn  UNITS 


OCCUPD  v*C*NT 

I9S0S  46  I 

91  9 2 1 

I940S  202  0 

too  0 0 

T0T»L  248  ’ 

99  6 4 


imgleside  district 
ifi  total 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


INGLESIDE  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  !04  0 

100  0 0 

I950S  1922  50 

97  5 2 5 

;940S  2489  0 

109  0 0 

PRE20S  52  0 

100.0  0 

TOTAL  4567  50 

98  9 11 


21  4638 

4617 
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ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


INGLESIOE  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOiAL 

ISO-  425  0 0 425 

100  0 0 425 

175-  1457  0 0 1457 

100  0 0 1457 

TOTAL  1882  0 0 1882 

100  0 0 1882 


TABLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AMD  VACANT  UNITS  BT  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  UNIT  TYPE 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR"  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


STUDIO  UNITS 


INGLESIOE  DISTRICT 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


INGLESIDE  DISTRICT 


125- 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

II  0 0 II 

100.0  0 II 


TOTAL  n 0 0 H 

100  0 0 II 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


200-  2426  49 

98  0 2.0 


TOTAL  2426  49 

98  0 2 0 


2496 

2475 
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Three  or  more  beorooh  units 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

250-  202  0 

100  0 0 

300-  45  I 

97  8 2 2 

400.  I 0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  248  I 

99  6 4 


INCLESlOE  DISTRICT 
AR  total 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

125-  11  0 

100  0 0 

150-  425  0 

100  0 0 

175-  1457  0 

100  0 0 

200-  2426  49 

98  0 2 0 

250-  202  0 

100  0 0 

300-  45  1 

97  8 2 2 

400.  1 0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  4567  50 

98  9 11 


INGLESIDE  DISTRICT 
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1950'S 


iNGLESlOE  DISTRICT 


OCCliPD  VACANT 

125-  11  0 

100  0 0 

150-  321  0 

1 00  0 0 

1T5-  566  0 

100  0 0 


AR  TOTAL 

0 1 I 

0 I 1 


0 566 

a 566 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


200  - 
300- 


9T8  49 

95  2 4 8 

45  I 

9T  8 2 2 


21  1048 

2 0 1021 

0 46 

0 45 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUNBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


400* 


0 


■AR"  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


total 


21  1993 

I I 1972 


1960'S 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

150-  104  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  104  0 

100  0 0 


INGLESlOE  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


1940'S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

175-  891  0 

1 00  0 0 

200-  1396  0 

100  0 0. 

250-  202  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  2489  0 

1 00  0 0 


INGLESIDE  DISTRICT 
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PRE  I920S 

OCCUPO  VAC*HI 

200  52  0 

100  0 0 

lOTAl  52  0 

100  0 0 


INCLESIDE  DISTRICT 


ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


INCLESIDE  DISTRICT 


125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

250- 

300- 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

I I 0 

100  0 0 

A25  0 

100  0 0 

IA57  0 

100  0 0 

2426  49 

98  0 2 0 

202  0 

100  0 0 

45  I 

97  8 2 2 


400>  I 0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  4567  50 

98  9 I I 


AR  TOTAL 

0 1 I 

0.  II 


0 425 

0 425 


0 


0 


21  2496 

8 2475 


0 202 
0 202 


0 


0 


4638 

4617 
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TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

■AR*  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4 


INGLESIDE  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 


0 BOR  II  0 

100  0 0 

1 BDR  1882  0 

100  0 0 

2 BDR  2426  49 

98  0 2 0 

3.  BDR  248  I 

99  6 4 


TOTAL  4567  50 

98  9 1.1 


21  4638 

461 
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t*BLE  Cl 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


ONE  BEDROOM  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  1420  58 

96  I 3 9 

1950S  104  0 

100  0 0 

I940S  no  0 

100  0 0 

I930S  183  26 

87  5 12  5 

I920S  450  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  270  0 

100  0 0 

AR  52  0 

100  0 0 

total  2648  84 

96  9 3 1 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


STUDIO  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  165  0 

100  0 0 

I920S  391  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  74  0 

100  0 0 

AR  26  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  655  0 

100  0 0 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

!96CS  775  0 

1 00  0 0 

1920S  15  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  183  0 

100  C 0 

TOTAL  973  0 

100  0 0 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 
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THREE  OR  NORE  BEOROOH  UNITS 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

PRE20S  T8  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  78  0 

100.0  0 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 
AR  total 


ALL  UNIT  TTPES  SURVETEO 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  2360  58 

97  6 2 4 

I950S  104  0 

100  0 0 

I940S  170  0 

100  0 0 

I930S  183  26 

87  5 12  5 

I920S  856  0 

100  0 0 

PRE20S  604  0 

100  0 0 


TOTAL  4355  84 

98  I 19 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


AR  TOTAL 

17  2435 

2418 

0 104 

104 

26  196 

170 

0 209 

209 

48  904 

856 

0 604 

604 


91 


153 


ONE  BEDROOn  UNITS 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


TSBLE  C2 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
range  and  UNIT  TYPE 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OP  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  POR  EACH  ENTRY 

'AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  PROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  POR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

100- 
125- 

I so- 
ns ■ 

200  - 
PUBLIC 
AR 

TOTAL 


104  0 0 104 

100  0 0 104 

221  0 0 221 

100  0 0 221 

m 0 15  792 

100  0 0 777 

952  78  74  1104 

92  4 76  1030 

464  6 0 470 

98  7 13  470 

30  0 0 30 

100  0 0 30 

100  0 0 too 

100  0 0 100 

2648  84  90  2822 

96  9 3 I 2733 


STUDIO  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

90-99  197  0 

100  0 0 

100-  24  0 

100  0 0 

125-  93  0 

100.0  0 

ISO-  198  0 

100  0 0. 

PUBLIC  in  0 

100  0 0. 

AR  26  0 

1 00  0 0 

TOTAL  655  0 

100  0 0 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

150-  198  0 

100.0  0 

175-  108  0 

100  0 0 

200-  403  0 

100  0 0 

250-  166  0 

100.0  0 

PUBLIC  I 0 

100  0 0 

AR  96  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  973  0 

1 00  0 0 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


AR  TOTAL 

0 198 

198 

0 108 

108 

0 403 

403 

0 166 

166 

0 I 


0 96 

96 

0 973 

973 
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THREE  OR  MORE  BEDROOM  UNITS 

OCCUPO  VACANT 


inner  sunset  district 

AR  TOTAL 


100,0 

78 

too  0 


ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

197  0 

100  0 0 


867 
99  3 

192 
lOO  0 

IA8 
100  0 

222 

too  0 


155 


I950  S 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  vacant  ar  total 


ISO-  104  0 

100  0 0 

total  104  0 

100  0 0 


104 

104 

104 

104 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

412  0 

100  0 0 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

no  0 

100  0 0 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


156 


I930'S 


150- 

175- 

TOTAL 


OCCUPO  VACANT 


75.0 

183 

87.5 


25  0 

26 
12  5 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


PRE  I920S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

90-99  74  0 

100  0 0 ■ 

100-  74  0 

too  0 0 

150-  379  0 

TOO  0 0. 

200-  5?  0 

100  0 0 

250-  26  0 

100.0  0 

TOTAL  604  0 

100.0  0 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


I920'S 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


90-99 
100- 
125- 
150- 
175- 
200  - 
TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

124  0 

100  0 0 


100.0  0 

314  0 

too  0 0 

166  0 

too  0 0. 


100  0 0 

104  0 

too  0 0 

856  0 

100  0 0 


90-99 

100- 

125- 

150- 

175- 

200- 

250- 

PUBLIC 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

197  0 

100.0  0. 


1060 
93  1 

867 
99  3 

192 

100.0 

148 

100.0 

222 

100.0 

4355 


AR  lOTAL 


197 

197 


0 128 
0 128 


0 314 

0.  314 


15  1241 

13  1225 


0 873 

0 873 

0 192 

0 192 


1 150 

9 148 


0 


91  4530 

70  4440 
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TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  Bt  TYPE 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4 


INNER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

0 BDR  655  0 

100  0 0 

1 BOR  2648  84 

96  9 3 1 

2 BOR  973  0 

too  0 0 

3.  BDR  78  0 

100  0 0 

total  4355  84 

98  I 19 
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ONE  BEOROOn  UNITS 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


TABLE  Cl 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I9T0S  146  33 

81  6 18  4 

1960S  493  13 

97  4 2 6 

1950S  620  0 

100  0 0 

1940S  56  0 

100  0 0 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  UNIT 
TYPE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


I920S  198 

too  0 


TOP  ROli  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


TOTAL  1514  46 

97  1 2 9 


1560 

1560 


■AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


STUDIO  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

I960S  23  0 

100  0 0 

I950S  74  0 

IDO  0 0 

I940S  0 0 

0 0 

I920S  55  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  152  0 

100  0 0 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


TNO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


1970S 

I960S 

I950S 

1940S 

1920S 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

19  0 

100  0 0 

39  0 

1 00  0 0 

92  0 

100  0 0 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 
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ALL  UNIT  TYPES  SURVEYED  OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


19T0S 

I960S 

19S0S 

1940S 

I920S 

TOTAL 


165 
83  4 

555 
97  7 

787 
100  0 

281 
100  0 

286 
100  0 


2074 
97  8 


0 


286 

286 


28 


2149 

2120 
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ONE  BEDROON  UNITS 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

100-  28  0 

100  0 0 

125-  no  0 

100  0 0 


AR  TOTAL 

0 28 

28 

0 no 

no 


150-  688  13 

98  1 19 


TABLE  C2 


175-  389 

100  0 


389 

389 


OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  UNIT  TYPE 


200-  146  33 

81  6 18  4 


TOP  ROW  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
ROW  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 


AR  92 

100  0 


-AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TOTAL  1514  46 

97  1 2 9 


STUDIO  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

100-  55  0 

100  0 0 

125-  51  0 

TOO  0 0 

150-  23  0 

100  0 0 

AR  23  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  152  0 

TOO  0 0 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 

AR  TOTAL 

0 55 

55 

0 51 

51 

28  51 

23 

0 23 

23 

28  180 

152 


TWO  BEDROOM  UNITS 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

150-  28  0 

100.0  0 

175-  244  0 

100  0 0 

200-  131  0 

100.0  0 

250-  5 0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  408  0 

100  0 0. 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 
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ALL  UNIT  irPES  SURVETEO 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

83  0 

100  0 0 

221  0 

100  0 0 

739  1 3 

98  3 17 

633  0 

100  0 0 

278 
89  4 

5 

100  0 

ns 

100  0 


10  6 


j 
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1960  S 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

ISO-  127  13 

90  7 9 3 

175-  428  0 

lOO  0 0 

total  555  13 

97  7 2 3 


TABLE  C3 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  RENTAL 
RANGE  AND  DECADE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS.  BOTTOM 
RON  tS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

■Afi-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


I970  S 

OCCUPD  VACANT 

200  165  33 

83  4 16  6 

TOTAL  165  33 

83  4 16.6 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 
AR  TOTAL 


I950  S 


125- 

150- 

175- 

AR 

TOTAL 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

51  0 

100.0  0. 

528  0 

100.0  0. 

92  0 

100.0  0. 

115  0 

100.0  0 

787  0 

lOO  0 0 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 
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1940  S 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


ALL  DECADES  SURVEYED 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


ISO- 


200- 

total 


OCCUPO  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 

56  0 28  84 

100  00  SO  0 S6 

112  0 0 112 

100  0 0 0 112 

112  0 0 M2 

100  0 0 0 112 

281  0 28  309 

100  00  10  0 281 


OCCUPO  VACANT 

100-  83  0 

100  0 0 

125-  221  0 

100  0 0 

ISO-  739  13 

98  3 1 7 

175-  633  0 

100  0 0 

200-  278  33 

89  4 10  6 

250-  5 0 

100  0 0 

AR  115  0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  2074  45 

97  8 2 2 


AR  TOTAL 


0 83 

0 83 

0 221 

0 221 


0 


0 311 

0 311 


0 


0 


0 I IS 
0 IIS 


I920  S 


OCCUPD  VACANT 

100-  83  0 

100  0 0 

125-  no  0 

100  0 0 

ISO-  28  0 

100  0 0 

250-  5 0 

100  0 0 

TOTAL  286  0 

100  0 0 


OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 
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TABLE  C4 

OCCUPIED  AND  VACANT  UNITS  BY  TYPE 


TOP  RON  IS  NUMBER  OF  UNITS,  BOTTOM 
RON  IS  PERCENTAGE  FOR  EACH  ENTRY 

•AR-  INDICATES  UNITS  EXCLUDED  FROM 
SURVEY  BECAUSE  THEY  DO  NOT  MEET 
CRITERIA  FOR  INCLUSION  IN  STUDY 


TABLE  C4  OUTER  SUNSET  DISTRICT 


OCCUPD  VACANT  AR  TOTAL 
0 BOR  152  0 26  ISO 


100  0 


0 


152 


1514  46 

97. I 29 


2 BOR 


406 


408 

408 


100  0 


TOTAL  2074  46 

97  8 2 2 


28  2149 

2120 
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IMPLICATIONS 


In  terms  of  the  overall  rate,  the  housing  market  appears 
to  be  somewhat  more  open  than  in  1969  or  1970,  even  granted 
the  differences  in  base  and  technique  used.  However,  an 
examination  of  the  detailed  information  provided  by  this 
survey  reveals  a disturbing  pattern  in  the  available  openings. 
First,  of  the  estimated  6,108  vacancies  reported,  it  was  noted 
that  44  percent,  nearly  half  of  the  available  vacancies, 
consist  of  rooms  in  residential  hotels.  The  second  finding 
was  that  fully  87  percent  of  all  of  the  vacancies  reported 
occur  in  hotel  rooms,  studio  and  one-bedroom  apartments. 

Third,  nearly  two-thirds  of  all  vacancies  had  been  on  the 
market  less  than  one  month.  Added  to  those  points  is  the 
relative  scarcity  of  two-  and  three-bedroom  units  at  any 
rental,  a mere  13  percent  of  the  estimated  total  number  of 
vacancies.  Most  of  the  vacancies  occur  in  the  older  districts 
of  the  city,  as  well  as  in  smaller  units.  Thus  the  overall 
figure  is  deceptive.  The  detailed  information  provides  a 
picture  of  a high  turnover  rate  in  small  units , a continuing 
scarcity  of  larger,  family-oriented  units,  and  correspondingly 
high  rents  for  those  offerings  which  are  available. 

Analysis  of  the  changes  in  the  housing  inventories  over 
the  past  several  years  indicates  that  few  units  are  being 
constructed  which  would  ease  the  pressure  in  the  family 
demand  sector  of  the  multi-unit  market.  Given  the  age  of 
the  smaller  offerings,  it  is  even  conceivable  that  groups 
other  than  families  are  also  not  being  well  served,  despite 
the  availability  of  the  offerings.  The  information  con- 
cerning the  decade  of  construction  and  the  location  tend  to 
support  this.  Indeed,  the  hotel  rooms  are  a housing  resource 
for  many  elderly,  single  persons  or  childless  couples  and 
provide  shelter  for  those  persons.  This  study,  within  its 
scope  and  its  limitations , could  not  pass  judgment  on  the 
adequacy  of  housing  to  the  people  housed,  whether  as  a service 
or  in  the  simpler  terms  of  the  physical  condition  of  the  units 
surveyed.  Such  analysis  is  essential  to  the  complete  picture 
of  housing  conditions  in  this  city,  and  a study  is  being 
undertaken  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  design  a 
system  capable  of  carrying  out  that  objective.  However,  the 
data  make  it  clear  that  the  San  Francisco  housing  market  is, 
in  terms  of  rental  housing,  an  uneven  one.  Despite  the 
apparent  decline  in  San  Francisco's  population  between  1960 
and  1970  of  some  25,000  persons,  the  number  of  households 
increased  from  approximately  291,000  to  295,000.  Thus,  a 
decline  in  population  was  not  accompanied  by  a corresponding 
decline  in  the  pressure  for  housing.  What  happened  was 
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simply  that  the  size  of  the  household  declined  during  the 
decade;  the  pressure  for  housing  remained  the  same,  or 
increased.  It  is  noted  elsewhere  in  the  report  that  those 
apartment  units  which  displayed  relatively  high  vacancy 
rates  in  1966  have  subsequently  been  absorbed.  Recent 
additions  to  the  housing  stock  have  given  the  poorer  fami- 
lies of  the  community  little  relief.  New  offerings  in  the 
private  market  tend  to  incorporate  smaller  units  at  higher 
prices,  and  the  entire  thrust  of  the  Federal  effort  to 
alleviate  housing  shortages  for  the  poorer  members  of  inner 
cities  has  ground  to  a halt.  There  are  no  effective 
vacancies  in  public  housing,  there  being  waiting  lists  for 
all  of  the  projects  surveyed. 

While  the  estimation  of  housing  need  is  a subject 
beyond  the  immediate  scope  of  this  report,  the  rents  of  the 
offerings  compared  with  income  levels  give  a sense  of  the 
availability  of  units  to  various  income  groups  in  the  city. 
In  this  respect,  it  is  useful  to  note  that  the  mean  income 
of  families,  according  to  the  1970  Census,  was: 


It  is  also  noteworthy  that  in  1970  nearly  two-thirds 
(63  percent)  of  San  Francisco  renters  paid  20  percent  or 
more  of  their  income  for  shelter  (housing  and  allied  ser- 
vices) , almost  half  (49  percent)  paid  25  percent  or  more, 
and  close  to  a third  (32  percent)  paid  35  percent  or  more. 
These  ratios  form  the  basis  for  the  accompanying  table  which 
roughly  indicates  the  absorption  of  units  by  income  level. 

If  one  accepts  the  figure  of  20  percent  as  an  acceptable 
maximum  for  shelter,  very  few  families  having  an  income  of 
less  than  $5,000  could  be  accommodated.  While  it  is  obvious 
that  increasing  the  ratio  of  expenditure  on  rent  resolves 
the  problem  of  absorption,  that  is  not  a desirable  course 
of  action  for  many  families  of  modest  means.  The  diversion 
of  disposable  income  to  shelter  uses  up  those  resources 
which  are  also  required  for  rearing  families,  medical 
expenses,  and  savings  for  emergencies.  Even  at  a 35  percent 
level,  families  having  incomes  of  less  than  $7,500  are  hard 
pressed  to  find  accommodations  in  this  market. 

Furthermore,  the  data  cited  earlier  show  that  most  of 
the  offerings  are  in  hotel,  studio  and  one-bedroom  units. 
These  are  not  suitable  for  families  with  children,  regard- 
less of  their  availability  within  an  acceptable  price  range. 
Finally,  as  noted  above,  the  condition  of  the  structures 


All  families 
White 
Black 
Spanish 


$12,507 

13,493 

8,591 

10,405 
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was  not  assessed,  though  it  is  probable  that  a nuinber  of  the 
longer  term  vacant  units  were  not  especially  suitable  from 
this  standpoint. 


TABLE  10 


Percent 

at 

of  All 
20,  25 
of  Gross 

Vacancies  Available 
and  35  Percent 
Income  Level 

Income  Level 

20% 

25% 

35% 

$ 3,000 

5% 

8% 

37% 

5,000 

34 

47 

68 

7,500 

58 

72 

89 

10,000 

76 

88 

96 

12,500 

88 

94 

98 

15,000 

95 

97 

100 

17,500 

96 

98 

100 

20,000 

99 

100 

100 

22,500 

100 

100 

100 

25,000 

100 

100 

100 
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APPENDIX  A 


Survey  Research  Center 
University  of  California,  Berkeley 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  SAMPLING  AND  WEIGHTING  METHODS 
OF  THE 

SAN  FRANCISCO  RENT  AND  VACANCY  SURVEY 
William  L.  Nicholls  II 
F . V . Many 


Definition  of  the  Population 

The  study  population  consisted  of  all  housing  units  in 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  which  were  rented,  or 
available  to  rent,  to  members  of  the  general  public  and 
located  in  structures  containing  at  least  three  housing  units. 
Since  housing  in  military  and  naval  reservations  is  not 
available  to  members  of  the  general  public,  all  such  reserva- 
tions were  excluded  from  the  study  area,  including  the  Presidio, 
Fort  Miley,  the  Hunter's  Point  Naval  Shipyard,  and  the  Treasure 
Island  Naval  Base.  Golden  Gate  Park  also  was  excluded  from  the 
study  because  it  was  known  to  contain  few  if  any  housing  units 
and  did  not  fall  into  any  of  the  City's  Planning  Areas. 

Several  additional  exclusions  were  made  from  the  study 
population  in  accordance  with  the  general  aims  of  the  study. 
First,  housing  units  were  not  included  in  the  study  if  they 
were  located  in  office  buildings  or  institutions  and  intended 
solely  for  the  use  of  the  custodial  or  other  staff.  Second, 
housing  units  in  fraternal  or  social  clubs  were  excluded 
unless  they  were  available  for  rent  to  members  of  the  general 
public.  Third,  housing  units  in  hotels  were  excluded  unless 
at  least  75  percent  of  the  units  were  occupied  by  nontransient 
residents . 

Sampling  Methods 

The  sample  was  drawn  by  structures , and  information  was 
obtained  for  all  eligible  housing  units  in  sampled  structures 
which  cooperated  in  the  study. 

The  sample  of  structures  was  drawn  from  the  City's 
Department  of  Apartment  and  Hotel  Inspection  file  and  from  a 
supplement  of  newly  completed  structures  not  yet  entered  on 
that  file.  This  file  includes  all  structures  in  the  city 
(exclusive  of  those  on  military  reservations)  which  have: 
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(a)  three  or  more  apartment  units;  (b)  6 or  more  rooming 
(kitchenless)  units;  or  (c)  a combination  of  apartment  and 
rooming  units  adding  to  6.  Since  under  Census  definitions, 
a rooming  house  of  less  than  6 units  probably  would  be  counted 
either  a group  quarters  or  a single-f amily  house  with  roomers, 
the  file  closely  approximates  the  desired  population  of  all 
structures  with  3 or  more  housing  units. 

All  structures  included  in  the  DAHI  file  were  first 
divided  into  hotels  and  apartment  houses.  For  sampling  pur- 
poses, a structure  was  considered  a hotel  if:  (1)  it  contained 

at  least  20  housing  units,  as  reported  by  the  DAHI  file;  and 
(2)  the  DAHI  file  either  classified  it  as  a "hotel  or  motel" 
or  reported  that  more  than  25  percent  of  its  units  were  "rooming 
units,"  that  is  had  no  kitchens.  All  other  structures  were 
considered  apartment  houses.* 

Both  hotels  and  apartment  houses  were  next  arranged  into 
strata  (groups)  by  their  numbers  of  housing  units  as  reported 
by  the  DAHI  file.  The  nine  resulting  strata  from  the  DAHI 
file  are  shown  in  Table  1 together  with  4 additional  strata 
added  to  accommodate  new  structures  not  yet  entered  on  the 
DAHI  file. 

Sampling  fractions  were  established  to  provide  a completed 
sample  of  about  1,000  interviewed  structures,  allowing  for  a 
20  percent  loss  of  apartment  structures  and  50  percent  loss  of 
hotel  structures  through  ineligibility  and  nonresponse.  High 
field  losses  through  ineligibility  were  anticipated  for  hotels 
since  many  were  known  to  be  primarily  transient  occupied. 

Within  these  constraints,  the  sampling  fractions  were  estab- 
lished to  optimize  the  precision  of  the  city-wide  vacancy  rate, 
based  on  a statistical  analysis  of  information  available  from 
the  1970  U.S.  Census. 

As  a final  step  in  the  sampling  process,  the  six  DAHI 
apartment  strata  were  each  divided  into  substrata  by  the 
City's  15  Planning  Areas.  Then,  the  same  stratum  sampling 
fraction  was  applied  to  each  substratum,  except  that  in 
Planning  Areas  having  a small  mamber  of  representatives  of 
that  size  class,  at  least  one  was  sampled.  Similar  sub- 
stratification of  the  hotel  and  new  structure  strata  was  not 
attempted  because  their  city-wide  sample  sizes  were  not 
sufficiently  large  to  permit  it. 


*These  definitions  were  used  for  sampling  purposes.  The 
classification  of  structures  as  hotels  or  apartments  in  the 
final  tabulations  is  based  on  field  observation. 
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The  final  sample  was  drawn  from  a total  of  81  strata 
and  substrata  with  sampling  rates  ranging  from  4 to  100  percent. 

Field  Work 


With  the  exception  of  the  hotel  telephone  screening  des- 
cribed below,  all  information  was  obtained  by  personal  inter- 
views conducted  with  hotel  and  apartment  house  managers, 
owners,  agents,  or  other  staff.  In  a few  smaller  apartment 
houses  with  no  resident  manager,  the  information  was  obtained 
from  an  informed  tenant.  All  interviews  were  preceded  by  an 
advance  letter,  signed  by  the  Director  of  City  Planning, 
introducing  the  survey,  describing  its  purposes,  and  explaining 
that  an  interviewer  from  the  Survey  Research  Center  would  call. 
For  selected  larger,  private  apartment  houses,  a second  appeal 
letter  was  enclosed  from  the  Northern  California  Real  Estate 
Research  Council,  signed  by  its  President,  Executive  Vice 
President,  and  Chairman  of  the  Housing  Vacancy  Committee. 

Interviewing  began  on  April  1,  1973  and  was  completed  on 
May  31,  1973.  The  interviewing  staff  of  30  received  a full 
day  of  classroom  training  and  detailed  written  instructions 
describing  their  task.  Their  activities  were  coordinated  by 
two  full-time  field  supervisors  who  verified  10  percent  of 
the  interview  assignments  by  telephone.  To  avoid  costly 
personal  calls  at  hotels  which  might  prove  ineligible  for 
the  survey,  they  were  first  screened  by  telephone  by  a staff 
member  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  Those  reporting 
less  than  75  percent  of  their  units  occupied  by  nontransients 
were  excluded  from  the  sample  as  ineligible.  Those  reporting 
75  percent  or  more  of  their  units  so  occupied  were  retained 
for  personal  interviews , as  were  all  borderline  and  ambiguous 
cases.  Screening  was  continued  until  a target  sample  size  of 
eligible  structures  was  attained. 

Interviews  were  completed  at  1,061  structures,  which 
represented  91.9  percent  of  the  eligible  sampled  structures. 
These  1,061  structures  contained  26,849  rental  units,  or 
17.4  percent  of  the  estimated  rental  units  in  the  city. 

Data  Preparation 

The  completed  interviews  were  edited  for  consistency 
and  completeness  by  the  Survey  Research  Center's  coding  staff 
and  then  keypunched  to  IBM  cards  and  fully  key-verified. 

They  were  then  checked  by  computer  for  inappropriate  codes 
and  logical  inconsistencies  and  the  data  transferred  to 
magnetic  computer  tape. 

Since  apartments  and  hotels  of  differing  size  were 
sampled  at  different  rates,  a complex  set  of  weights  was 
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required  to  prepare  population  estimates  from  the  sample 
data.  The  weights  were  developed  in  several  stages.  First, 
a weight  was  prepared  for  each  sampling  stratum  and  substra- 
tum representing  the  reciprocal  of  its  sampling  fraction. 
Second,  to  adjust  for  nonresponse,  these  initial  weights 
were  multiplied  by  the  reciprocal  of  that  stratum's  response 
rate.  Third,  in  areas  containing  public  housing,  the  apart- 
ment house  strata  were  post-stratified  into  public  and 
private  components  and  adjusted  to  known  public  housing 
totals.  Finally,  these  structure-based  weights  were  ratio 
adjusted  to  differences  between  the  population  and  sample  in 
average  structure  size  for  improved  precision  of  estimates 
expressed  in  housing  units.  The  final  tabulations  employ 
94  distinct  weights  ranging  in  value  from  1 to  66. 

Tabulations  were  prepared  at  the  Campus  Computer  Center 
of  the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley  utilizing  the 
Survey  Research  Center's  Berkeley  Transposed  File  Statistical 
System.  A copy  of  the  data  tape,  excluding  confidential 
information,  and  full  documentation  of  survey  procedures  will 
be  placed  on  open  file  at  the  Survey  Research  Center's  Data 
Library  on  February  1,  1974. 
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STRATA,  SAMPLING  FRACTIONS,  AND  RESPONSE  RATES 
1973  SAN  FRANCISCO  RENT  AND  VACANCY  SURVEY 


Stratum 

Total 
Structures 
In  City^ 

Sampling 

Fraction 

Initial 

Sample 

Eligible 

Sample 

Completed 

Interviews 

Response 

Rate^ 

Apartments 

3-4  h.u.^ 

8577 

.042 

355 

325 

300 

.92 

5-9  h.u.^ 

5412 

.047 

255 

241 

220 

.91 

10-19  h.u.^ 

2600 

.072 

213 

200 

178 

. 89 

20-49  h.u.^ 

879 

.232 

208 

199 

184 

.92 

50-99  h.u.^ 

138 

.347 

54 

51 

46 

.90 

100+  h.u. 

63 

1.000 

63 

52 

51 

.98 

Hotels 
20-49  h.u. 

345 

. 128 

44 

26 

24 

.92 

50-299  h.u. 

351 

.256 

90 

57 

54 

.95 

300+  h.u. 

15 

1.000 

15 

0 

— 

— 

New 

Construction 
3-4  h.u. 

27 

.037 

1 

1 

1 

1.00 

5-9  h.u. 

11 

.091 

1 

1 

1 

1.00 

10-19  h.u. 

17 

.059 

1 

1 

1 

1.00 

20-49  h.u. 

3 

. 333 

1 

1 

1 

1.00 

Total 

18,438 

— 

1301 

1155 

1061 

.92 

h.u.  = housing  units 

^The  value  given  here  is  the  number  of  structure  listings,  including 
duplicate  listings,  listings  for  nonexistent  structures,  etc. 

^The  response  rate  is  the  proportion  of  eligible  structures  at  which 
interviews  were  completed. 

^^These  strata  were  divided  into  substrata  by  the  City's  15  Planning 
Areas.  The  same  sampling  fraction  was  applied  in  each,  except  that 
in  Planning  Areas  containing  at  least  one  representative  of  the  size 
group,  at  least  one  was  chosen.  The  sampling  fractions  shown  here, 
therefore,  are  only  approximate. 
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APPENDIX  B 


Survey  Research  Center 
University  of  California,  Berkeley 

1973  San  Francisco  Rent  and  Vacancy  Survey 

APPROXIMATE  95  PERCENT  CONFIDENCE  INTERVALS  AND  STANDARD  ERRORS 
FOR  SELECTED  ESTIMATES 


The  attached  table  presents  approximate  95  percent  confi- 
dence intervals  and  standard  errors  for  selected  estimates  from 
the  1973  San  Francisco  Rent  and  Vacancy  Survey. 

Definitions 


The  standard  error  is  a measure  of  how  close  the  sample 
estimate  is  likely  to  be  to  the  same  estimate  if  it  were  made 
from  a complete  count,  using  the  same  interview  forms,  instruc- 
tions, and  interviewers.  The  probability  is  roughly  .68  (about 
two  chances  out  of  three)  that  the  sampling  process  would 
produce  an  estimate  differing  in  either  direction  by  less  than 
one  standard  error  from  the  results  of  a complete  count.  The 
probability  is  .95  that  this  difference  would  be  less  than 
1.96  standard  error  units. 

The  95  percent  confidence  estimate  presents  a range  of 
values  consisting  of  the  sample  estimate  ± 1.96  standard  error 
units,  as  estimated  from  the  sample.  In  95  out  of  100  similarly 
drawn  samples , this  range  would  enclose  the  estimate  which  would 
be  obtained  by  a complete  count. 

Method  of  Calculation 


The  standard  errors  were  calculated  by  the  procedures  for 
combined  ratio  estimates  for  stratified,  cluster  samples. 

Thus  they  take  account  of  the  actual  sampling  procedures  used, 
including  the  collection  of  information  on  all  housing  units 
in  sampled  structures  and  the  varying  sampling  fractions 
employed  for  differing  types  and  sizes  of  structures. 

It  may  be  noted  that  the  1966  San  Francisco  Rent  and 
Vacancy  Survey  calculated  its  standard  errors  assuming  simple 
random  sampling  of  housing  units.  It  overlooked  both  the 
sampling  of  units  by  complete  structures  and  the  use  of  dif- 
ferent sampling  ratios  for  structures  of  different  sizes. 

Based  on  analysis  of  the  1973  results,  the  1966  standard 
errors,  and  corresponding  confidence  intervals,  appear  to  be, 
on  the  average,  too  small  by  half.  They  should  be  approximately 
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doubled  to  take  account  of  the  actual  sample  design  employed. 
Even  then  they  would  fail  to  take  account  of  the  ways  in 
which  the  sample  design  may  have  affected  the  varying  estimates 
differently . 

Why  Results  Are  Approximate 

The  standard  errors  and  confidence  intervals  presented 
in  the  attached  tables  are  approximate  in  several  respects. 
First,  the  standard  formulas  employed  in  their  calculation 
are  known  to  be  only  approximately  correct.  They  are,  however, 
known  to  be  good  approximations  (and  conservative)  under  most 
conditions . 

Second,  the  calculation  of  the  standard  errors  and  con- 
fidence intervals  becomes  progressively  less  and  less  exact 
as  the  proportion  being  estimated  (the  vacancy  rate  in  this 
case)  approaches  zero.  In  such  cases,  the  sampling  distribu- 
tion becomes  skewed  and  both  the  upper  and  lower  confidence 
limits  calculated  by  the  usual  methods  are  known  to  be  too 
small,  although  by  differing  amounts.  This  is  suggested  by 
the  last  line  of  estimates , where  the  lower  limit  of  the 
confidence  intervals  became  less  than  0.00. 

Third,  it  was  necessary  to  use  approximations  to  the 
standard  formulas  to  estimate  the  standard  errors  and  confi- 
dence intervals  for  selected  parts  of  the  sample  where  the 
sampling  frame  (the  DAHI  file)  was  in  error  or  nonresponse 
limited  the  information  available.  No  confidence  intervals 
or  standard  errors  are  provided  for  Planning  Area  13  since 
none  could  be  calculated  with  reasonable  precision.  Its 
contribution  to  the  city-wide  estimates,  however,  could  be 
approximately  estimated  and  is  known  to  be  small. 

While  the  standard  errors  and  confidence  intervals 
presented  in  Table  1 are  approximate  in  these  three  ways, 
they  do  provide  a general  understanding  of  the  likely  extent 
of  sampling  variability  in  results  prepared  from  the  sample. 

For  example,  we  can  state  with  95  percent  confidence  that 
the  City's  overall  vacancy  rate  lies  somewhere  between 
4.65  percent  and  3.45  percent  and  that  the  number  of  vacan- 
cies lies  between  7,027  and  5,189  units. 
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APPROXIMATE  95  PERCENT  CONFIDENCE  INTERVALS  AND  STANDARD  ERRORS 
FOR  SELECTED  ESTIMATES 
1973  SAN  FRANCISCO  RENT  AND  VACANCY  SURVEY 


Estimate 

and 

Standard 

Errors 

Area  Or 

95% 

Confidence  Interval 

For 

Type  of  Unit 

Number 

of 

Vacancy 

Number 

Vacancy 

Rate 

Units 

Vacant 

Rate 

Vacant 

San  Francisco 

Total 

4.05% 

± 

0.60% 

6 ,108 

+ 

919 

0.308% 

469 

By  Type  of  Unit 

Studio  apartments 

lacking  bath 
or  kitchen 

10.6% 

± 

2.6% 

2,666 

+ 

715 

1.31% 

365 

Studio  apartments 

with  bath  and 
kitchen 

4.0% 

± 

1.1% 

1,233 

+ 

380 

0.57% 

19  4 

1 bedroom  apts . 

2.5% 

± 

0.7% 

1,439 

± 

410 

0.36% 

209 

2 bedroom  apts . 

3 or  more  bedroom 

2.0% 

+ 

0.8% 

572 

+ 

227 

0.41% 

116 

apartments 

2.2% 

± 

1.6% 

19  8 

+ 

135 

0.80% 

69 

By  Planning  Area 

A*re  a 1 

2.4% 

± 

1.3% 

313 

+ 

172 

0.65% 

88 

Area  2 

2.1% 

± 

1.0% 

344 

+ 

172 

0.53% 

88 

Area  3 

3.2% 

± 

1.2% 

869 

+ 

318 

0.61% 

162 

Area  4 

7.4% 

+ 

1.5% 

1,949 

+ 

486 

0.78% 

248 

Area  5 

4.7% 

± 

1.7% 

743 

+ 

267 

0.85% 

136 

Area  6 

3.3% 

± 

2.4% 

284 

+ 

202 

1.20% 

103 

Area  7 

Areas  8 and  9 

1.3% 

+ 

0.9% 

109 

+ 

80 

0.47% 

41 

combined 

Areas  10,  11,  and 

6.1% 

± 

2.2% 

1,852 

+ 

416 

1.12% 

212 

12  combined. . . . 

3.3% 

± 

3.9% 

175 

+ 

206 

2.00% 

105 

Are  a 13 

Areas  14  and  15 

1.1% 

± 

a 

50 

+ 

a 

a 

a 

combined 

2.0% 

± 

2.1% 

130 

+ 

135 

1.07% 

69 

confidence  interval  or  standard  errors  separately  available 
for  this  planning  area  due  to  errors  in  the  DAHI  file. 
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APPENDIX  C 


Questionnaire^  San  Francisco  Vacancy  Survey 


The  questionnaire  used  in  the  1973  survey  of  vacancies 
has  been  slightly  modified  for  inclusion  in  this  appendix. 

The  unmodified  form  is  available  for  review  at  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 


By  Interviewer  Observation 


Al.  Eligibility  Status 

An  eligible  structure  must  have  three  or  more 
housing  units  at  least  one  of  which  is  rented  or 
available  for  rent  to  members  of  the  general  -public. 
If  a hotels  motels  or  rooming  house^  at  least 
75  percent  of  its  units  must  have  been  occupied 
on  the  previous  night  by  nontransients  or  persons 


with  no  usual  residence 

e Isewhere . 

Ineligible 

Eligible 

11. 

Condominium  or 

01. 

Apartment  building  (all 

cooperative 

flats  or  apartments) 

12. 

Detached  single- 

02. 

Mixed  usage  including 

family  house 

flats  or  apartments  and 

13. 

Side-by-side  duplex. 

other  (e.g.  stores) 

no  extra  apartments 

03. 

Attached  row  houses 

14. 

Transient  hotel 

04. 

Residence  hotel  ) 

15. 

Transient  motel 

05. 

Residence  motel  ) Meets 

16. 

Transient  rooming 

06. 

Residence  rooming)  75% 

house 

house  ) rule 

17. 

Boarding  hotel. 

boarding  house 

Special  Cases 

18. 

Other  residential: 

07. 

New,  not  ready  for 

19. 

Nonresidential  only: 

occupancy 

08. 

Condemned,  abandoned 

09. 

10. 

Unlocatable  address 

111 


A2 . Structural  Characteristics  of  Eligible  Structures 

a.  Number  of  floors  or  stories  

b.  Does  this  building  have  a passenger  elevator? 

1.  Yes  2.  No  3.  Not  ascertained 

c.  Number  of  housing  units  estimated  from  the 

outside  

d.  Number  of  nonresidential  units  (stores,  office 

suites,  etc.)  in  structure  

A3.  Source  of  information  on  housing  units,  or  last 
attempted  source  if  a refusal. 


1.  Resident  manager 

2.  Resident  owner 

3.  Desk  clerk,  custodian 

4 . Tenant 

5.  Nonresident  owner 

6.  Nonresident  agent 
0.  No  information 


Requires  Supervisor's 
Permission; 

7.  Neighbor 

8.  Other  persons: 


9.  External  inspection  only 
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Hello--I'm  from  the  Survey  Research  Center  and  we're  conducting 
a rent  and  vacancy  survey  for  the  City.  (Perhaps  you  saw  or 
heard  about  the  letter  we  sent  in  advance  explaining  about  the 
survey . ) 


ASK  TEE  QUESTIONS  ON  THIS  PAGE  WHEN  NECESSARY. 
OMIT  WHEN  INAPPROPRIATE  OR  ANSWER  OBVIOUS. 


Bl.  IF  MOSTLY  NONRESIDENTIAL : Are  there  any  rented  apartments 

or  rented  rooms  in  this  building  or  any  that  are  available 
for  rent? 

Yes  (GO  TO  B2  OR  Cl.)  No  (TERMINATE.) 

B2.  IF  SMALL  OR  IRREGULARLY  LAID  OUT  STRUCTURE:  How  many 

apartments  or  rooming  units  are  there  in  this  building 
that  have  either:  (a)  a complete  kitchen  for  their  own 

use,  or  (b)  a separate  entrance  from  the  outside  or  a 
common  hall  without  passing  through  anyone  else's  living 
quarters? 

Three  or  more  (RECORD  Two  or  less  (TERMINATE.) 

ANSWER  IN  Cl  AND  GO  TO 

C2.) 

B3.  IF  HOTEL,  MOTEL,  ROOMING  HOUSE,  OR  RESIDENCE  CLUB: 

a.  About  what  percent  of  your  rooming  (hotel)  and  apart- 

ment units  were  occupied  last  night  by  persons  for 
whom  this  is  their  usual  residence  (or  who  have  no 
usual  residence  elsewhere) ? IF  NECESSARY : We  only 

need  to  know  the  approximate  proportion. 

75  percent  or  more  Less  than  75  percent 

(INCLUDE  ALL  UNITS  IN  (TERMINATE.) 

THE  INVENTORY.  GO  TO 
Cl.) 

b.  Are  any  meals  included  in  the  rent? 

Yes  (TERMINATE.)  No 

c.  IF  CLUB  OR  SOCIAL  GROUP  OWNERSHIP:  Are  the  units 

available  for  rent  to  members  of  the  general  public? 

Yes  (GO  TO  Cl.)  No  (TERMINATE.) 


179 


Cl.  How  many  apartments  and  rooming  (hotel)  units  are  there 

in  this  building?  (COUNT  OWNER'S  AND  MANAGER'S  UNITS  HERE.) 


(A)  Total  units 


C2a.  Are  any  of  them  occupied  by  the  owner  or  provided  rent-free 
to  the  manager  (or  other  building  employees)? 

None  Yes  b.  How  many?  (B)  Owner  occupied  or 

manager's  units  

Total  rental  units  (A)  - (B) 

C3a.  Do  you  have  off-street  parking  for  tenants,  either  in  a 
garage  or  outdoor  lot? 


C4a. 


No 


►b.  About  how  many  parking  spaces 

are  there  for  tenants?  Spaces 


c.  Is  there  an  extra  charge  for 
off-street  parking,  or  is  that 
included  in  the  usual  rent? 


Extra  charge 

Included  in  rent. . 
Does  not  apply. . . . 


Does  the  tenant  pay  for  electricity , or  is  that  included 
in  the  (usual)  rent? 


Tenant  pays 

Included  in  rent.. 


1 

2 

3 


1 

2 


b.  How  about  gas  for  heating  and  cooking?  Does  the  tenant 
pay  or  is  that  bill  included  in  the  (usual)  rent? 


Tenant  pays 1 

Included  in  rent. . 2 
Does  not  apply....  3 


c.  What  about  water?  (Does  the  tenant  pay  the  water  bill, 
or  is  that  included  in  the  (usual)  rent?) 


Tenant  pays 1 

Included  in  rent. . 2 


d.  And  garbage  removal?  (Does  the  tenant  pay  for  garbage 
removal,  or  is  that  included  in  the  (usual)  rent?) 


Tenant  pays 1 

Included  in  rent..  2 
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C5.  About  how  old  is  this  building?  Was  it  built  in  the 

1970's,  the  1960's,  the  1950's,  the  1940's,  the  1930's, 
the  1920 's  or  before  that? 


1970's 1 

1960's 2 

1950's 3 

1940's 4 

1930's 5 

1920's 6 

Before  1920  7 

Have  no  idea. .....  9 


C6.  What  is  the  policy  on  leases?  Is  a full  year's  lease 

always  required  of  new  tenants,  usually  required,  some- 
times, or  never?  (WHEN  INTERVIEWING  TENANTS,  ACCEPT 
THEIR  EXPERIENCE  AND  CODE  "YES"  TO  "ALWAYS"  AND  "NO"  TO 
"NEVER. ") 

Always  required. . . 1 
Usually  required. . 2 

Sometimes 3 

Never.  4 

Can't  say 5 

C7a.  What  about  deposits?  Is  advance  payment  of  part  of  the 
rent  always  required  of  new  tenants,  usually  required, 
sometimes,  or  never?  (WHEN  INTERVIEWING  TENANTS,  TREAT 
AS  IN  C6.) 

Always  required. . (ASK  b) . . . . 1 
Usually  required. (ASK  b) . . . . 2 


Sometimes (ASK  b)  . . . . 3 

Never (SKIP  TO  C8) 4 

Can't  say... (SKIP  TO  C8) 5 


b.  IF  DEPOSIT  EVER  REQUIRED:  What  is  the  usual  deposit 

(when  it  is  asked) ? 

Less  than  a month's  rent....  1 

One  month's  rent 2 

Two  month  ' s rent 3 

More  than  two  month's  rent..  4 
Can't  say 5 


C8.  Are  new  tenants  required 
cleaning  or  damage  fee? 


to  pay  any  fees , such  as  a 

Yes 

No 

Can ' t say ... . 


1 

2 

3 
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C9 . Do  you  (they)  permit  pets  in  all  the  units,  in  some, 
or  in  none  of  them? 


J.X 

Some 

None 

. . . 3 

Can ' t say . . . 

, . . 4 

ClOa. 

Do  you 

(they)  accept 

tenants  with  children  in  all 

the 

units , 

in  some,  or  in  none  of  them? 

All (ASK 

b)  .. 

, . . 1 

Some . . . (ASK 

b)  .. 

, . . 2 

None 

, . . 3 

Can't  say. . , 

, . . 4 

b. 

IF  "ALL"  OR  "SOME": 

Are  there  any  children  under 

age 

18 

living 

here  now? 

Yes 

. . . 1 

No 

. . . 2 

Now  I want  to  ask  about  the  different  types  of  units  in 
this  building. 

Dla.  How  many  of  them  (Do  they  all)  have  a separate  bathroom 
with  flush  toilet  and  a tub  or  shower  (for  the  exclusive 
use  of  their  occupants)? 

All  Some  None 

b.  How  many  of  them  (Do  they  all)  have  a complete  kitchen 
with  a range,  sink,  and  refrigerator  (for  exclusive  use)? 


All 


Some 


None 


c.  How  many 


studio /I  room 
one  bedroom 
two  bedroom 
three  or  more 
bedroom 


apartments  (units)  do  you  have, 
not  counting  any  for  the  owner 
or  manager? 


d.  ASK  AS  NECESSARY:  How  many  of  the  (STUDIO/N  BEDROOM) 

apartments  (units)  have: 


both  a complete  kitchen  and  full  bathroom 
for  exclusive  use? 

a full  bathroom  for  exclusive  use  but  no 

kitchen?  Number  of 

neither  a full  bathroom  nor  kitchen  of  Unit  Types 

their  own? 
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D2.  UNLESS  "STUDIO":  How  many  whole  rooms  in  all  do  most  of 

the  (UNIT  TYPE)  have,  counting  bedrooms,  kitchen,  living 
room,  dining  room,  (family  rooms,  playrooms,  studies), 
and  any  other  whole  rooms?  (Do  not  count  bathrooms, 
foyers,  utility  rooms,  porches,  etc.) 

D3a.  How  many  of  the  (UNIT  TYPE)  are  now  vacant,  counting  any 
being  redecorated  before  renting  or  being  used  temporar- 
ily for  storage  or  other  purposes? 

b.  Of  the  vacant  (UNIT  TYPE) , how  many  are 

available  for  rent  now,  that  is  could  be  IF  "NONE," 

rented  today  and  occupied  in  a day  or  two?  SKIP  TO  D4. 

c.  Of  the  vacant  for  rent  (UNIT  TYPE) , how  many  have  been 
vacant  less  than  one  month? 


Count  units  for  which  a How  many  have  been  vacant  from 

lease  has  been  signed  or  one  up  to  two  months? 

a deposit  made  as  occupied, 

even  if  awaiting  occupancy.  How  many  have  been  vacant 

two  months  or  more? 

CHECK  TO  SEE  THAT  NUMBER  OF  VACANCIES  BY  DURATION  SUM  TO 
TOTAL  OF  VACANT  FOR  RENT. 

D4a.  What  would  (most  of)  the  (UNIT  TYPE)  rent  for  per  month 
to  a new  tenant? 

b.  IF  MORE  THAN  ONE  OF  UNIT  TYPE:  Would  the  rent  to  new 

tenants  be  the  same  for  all  of  (UNIT  TYPE)  if  they 
became  vacant,  or  would  the  rent  for  (UNIT  TYPE)  depend 
on  location  in  the  building  or  other  things? 

(IF  NO:  SKIP  TO  D5. ) 

IF  VARIES:  What  is  the  highest  rent  a (UNIT  TYPE)  would 

rent  for  in  this  building? 

What  is  the  lowest  rent  a (UNIT  TYPE)  would 
rent  for  in  this  building? 

D5.  IF  TENANTS  WITH  CHILDREN  ACCEPTED  IN  SOME  UNITS:  Would 

you  (they)  accept  tenants  with  children  in  the  (UNIT  TYPE)? 
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(Following  is  sample  column  from  form  providing  14  columns 
for  different  unit  types) 


Type 

OJ. 

Type 

0. 

None , 

Accept 

1. 

Yes 

Separate 

studio 

CHILDREN 

2. 

No 

BEDROOMS 

1. 

One 

3. 

Depends 

2. 

Two 

3. 

Three 

plus 

Complete 

1. 

Bath 

BATHROOM 
Pvt.  Use 

2. 

No 

Complete 

1. 

Kitchen 

KITCHEN 
Pvt.  Use 

2. 

No 

TOTAL 

UNITS 

Typical 

1 

2 3 

Total 

4 

5 6 

ROOMS 

7 

8 9+ 

TOTAL 

VACANT  

VACANT 

FOR  RENT  

Under  One 

Month  

One  up  to 

Two  Mos . 

Two  or 

More  Mos.  

Typical 

MONTHLY 

RENT  

Rent  1.  Yes 

Varies  2.  No 

Highest  

Lowest  
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Sample  column  from  Form  B (one  column  to  be  filled  out  for 
each  unit) 


PLAN. 

FORM  B PAGE  ( ) OF  ( ) PAGES  AREA  Block 


Apartment 
or  Unit 


Dla. 

How  many  (separate) 

0. 

None 

BEDROOMS  does  it  have? 

1. 

One 

(Count  Studio  as  0.) 

2. 

Two 

3. 

Three 

plus 

b. 

Does  it  have  a complete 
BATHROOM  for  exclusive 

1. 

Bath 

use  of  the  occupants? 

2 . 

No 

D2. 

How  many  ROOMS  does  it 
have  in  all,  counting 

1 

2 3 

the  kitchen  but  not 

4 

5 6 

bathrooms? 

7 

8 9 + 

D3a. 

Is  it  now  OCCUPIED  or 

1. 

Occupied 

VACANT? 

2. 

Vacant 

b. 

If  Vacant;  Is  it 

1. 

Rent  now 

available  FOR  RENT  NOW? 

2 . 

No 

c. 

If  Vacant  for  Rent: 

1. 

Up  to  1 

How  many  MONTHS  has 

2. 

Up  to  2 

it  been  VACANT? 

3. 

More 
than  2 

D4. 

What  is  the  MONTHLY 
RENT? 

$ 

D5. 

(If  it  became  vacant. 

1. 

Yes 

would  it  be)  (Is  it) 

2. 

No 

AVAILABLE  TO  FAMILIES 
WITH  CHILDREN? 

3. 

Depend 

Lot 
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